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The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training 
Purposes,  NAS  Fallon,  Nevada,  was  circulated  for  public  and  agency  review  from  July. 10,  1997,  to  October  10, 
1997.  During  this  period,  the  Navy  held  public  hearings  on  September  16,  1997,  in  Reno,  Nevada,  and  on 
September  17,  1997,  in  Fallon,  Nevada.  The  public  hearings  provided  the  public  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  content  and  accuracy  of  information  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  through  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  implementing  regulations, 
directs  the  lead  agency  to  invite  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  (40  CFR  1503.1)  and  provide  responses  to  comments 
on  the  Draft  EIS  in  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  (40  CFR  1503.4).  This  response  to  comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  presents  the  written  and  oral  comments  received  during  the  public  review  period  and 
responses  to  the  substantive  environmental  issues  raised  in  those  comments. 

The  written  comments  received  during  the  90-day  review  period  have  been  identified  by  letter  designation,  and 
each  letter  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments.  The  oral  comments  received  during  the  public  hearings,  as 
presented  in  official  transcripts,  are  identified  as  PHR  for  the  public  hearing  held  in  Reno,  Nevada,  and  PFTF  for 
the  public  hearing  held  in  Fallon,  Nevada.  Like  the  written  comment  letters,  discrete  comments  have  been 
identified  within  each  transcript. 

Because  of  the  number  of  comments  and  the  similar  nature  of  many  of  the  comments,  comments  are  organized 
by  general  issue  areas  and  a  single  answer  prepared  for  each  comment  in  the  issue  areas.  References  to  where  the 
comment  appeared  in  the  comment  letters  and  public  hearing  transcripts  are  provided  for  each  comment. 
Detailed  comments,  such  as  formatting  or  edit-related  comments  or  those  dealing  with  a  specific  page  of  the 
Draft  EIS,  are  responded  to  in  Section  26,  Detailed  Comments.  Comments  that  are  not  related  to  a  substantive 
environmental  issue  or  that  express  a  statement  to  be  entered  into  the  record  are  included  in  Section  29, 
Miscellaneous  and  Other  Comments. 

The  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  were  divided  into  the  following  issue  areas: 


Section  Issue  Area  Page 

1.  Purpose  and  Need  and  Alternatives  RTC-3 

2.  NEPA-related  Issues  RTC-6 

3.  Department  of  Defense  Activity  RTC-8 

4.  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)/Citizen  Advisory  Board  RTC-8 

5.  Land  Use  Management  and  Compatibility  RTC-9 

6.  Mitigation  Measures  RTC-11 

7.  B-16  Training  Range  RTC-13 

8.  Shoal  Site  RTC-14 

9.  Integrated  Air  and  Ground  Training  RTC-15 

10.  EW,  TACTS,  and  Visual  Cueing  Device  Site  Development  RTC-16 
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Section 

Issue  Area 

11. 

Airspace-related  Issues 

12. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

13. 

Biological  Resources  and  Water  Resources 

14. 

Air  Quality  and  Noise 

15. 

Cultural  Resources 

16. 

Environmental  Justice 

17. 

Socioeconomics 

18. 

Mineral  Resources  and  Mining 

19. 

Livestock  Grazing  and  Wild  Horse  Management 

20. 

Recreation,  Public  Access,  and  Visual. Resources 

21. 

Public  Health  and  Safety 

22. 

Off-range  Ordnance 

23. 

Chaff 

24. 

Utilities 

25. 

Maps  and  Figures 

26. 

Detailed  Comments 

27. 

Support  for  the  Proposed  Land  Withdrawal 

28. 

Opposition  to  Navy  Actions 

29. 

Miscellaneous  and  Other  Comments 

Page 
RTC-18 
RTC-19 
RTC-21 
RTC-23 
RTC-25 
RTC-25 
RTC-29 
RTC-29 
RTC-31 
RTC-31 
RTC-37 
RTC-39 
RTC-40 
RTC-42 
RTC-43 
RTC-45 
RTC-79 
RTC-79 
RTC-80 


1 

I 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 

RTC-2 


I 
I 
I 

1 

1 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


Response  to  Comments 

Comments  and  Responses 
1.    Purpose  and  Need  and  Alternatives 

a)  Comment:    The  range  of  alternatives  does  not  provide  a  wide  margin  of  flexibility.   For  example,  range  B- 

19  borders  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.  All  three  alternatives  would  withdraw  lands 
along  the  border  of  the  reservation  east  and  west  of  B-19  rather  than  north  of  B-19  away  from 
the  reservation.  Similarly,  alternatives  should  be  considered  for  B-16  that  would  withdraw 
lands  south  and  west  of  the  range,  thus  minimizing  impacts  to  the  City  of  Fallon  and  in  the 
Sheckler  District.  An  off-range  ordnance  alternative  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)- 
identified  Preferred  Alternative  should  be  examined  (see  Comments  B-15  and  B-16). 

References:    Comments  A-l  to  A-3,  B-14  to  B-16,  MM-16,  SS-4 

Response:  The  withdrawal  areas  are  based  on  existing  military  training  and  public  safety  requirements. 
For  example,  aircraft  fight  patterns  at  range  B-19  run  in  an  east-west  and  west-east  direction 
based  on  military  airspace  and  training  range  configurations.  Off-range  ordnance  sweeps  and 
HAZARD  analysis  have  identified  the  areas  east  and  west  of  range  B-19  as  potential  public 
safety  hazard  zones.  Withdrawing  the  land  north  of  B-19  would  not  satisfy  the  stated  purpose 
and  need  of  protecting  the  public  from  potential  hazard  areas  and  would  not  fulfill  Navy 
training  requirements.  Withdrawing  lands  west  and  south  of  B-16  would  not  fulfill  Navy 
training  needs  and  would  not  encompass  the  640  acres  of  land  east  of  the  range  closed  under  the 
BLM's  emergency  closure  order.  In  addition,  lands  west  of  B-16  contain  petroglyph  caves,  an 
important  cultural  resource,  and  lands  south  of  the  B-16  contain  the  Pony  Express  National 
Historic  Trail.  As  detailed  in  Section  2.2.3,  an  off-range  ordnance  alternative  and  the  BLM- 
identified  alternative  are  not  responsible  alternatives  to  accomplish  the  proposed  action,  would 
not  meet  all  of  the  purpose  and  need  objectives  for  the  land  withdrawal  as  described  in  Sections 
1.3  and  1.4,  and  therefore  are  not  carried  forward  in  analysis. 

b)  Comment:    The  Navy  should  only  use  or  withdraw  public  lands  contaminated  with  off-range  ordnance. 

The  withdrawal  of  designated  Category  A  lands  is  warranted. 
References:    Comments  Y-l,  HH-10,  E-3,  T-40,  T-41,  PHR-8,  PHR-13 
Response:      As  discussed  in  Section  2.2.3,  this  alternative  would  only  partially  fulfill  the  public  safety 

criteria  and  would  not  fulfill  the  training  requirements  of  the  proposed  land  withdrawal; 

therefore,  it  is  not  carried  forward  for  detailed  analysis. 

c)  Comment:     A  25-year  withdrawal  term  is  too  long.  The  Nellis  range  received  congressional  approval  for  15 

years. 
References:    Comments  BB-4,  PHF-4 
Response:      At  the  time  the  Draft  EIS  was  printed,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  allowed  for  withdrawals 

of  up  to  25  years  to  support  the  projected  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposed  action.   Congress 

will  ultimately  decide  the  length  of  the  withdrawal  term. 

d)  Comment:     The  Navy  did  not  establish  the  purpose  and  need  for  action.    The  practical  purpose  of  the 

proposed  action  appears  to  be  to  establish  a  ground  troop  training  base  through  administrative 
action  rather  than  through  congressional  authorization  for  a  ground  troop  training  base. 
References:    Comments  DD-1,  KK-6 
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Response:  The  purpose  and  need  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Sections  1.3  and  1.4.  The  Navy  is  not  proposing 
to  create  a  ground  troop  training  base.  Ground  training  integrated  with  aircraft  operations  is 
an  ongoing  Navy  mission  involving  short-term,  dispersed,  small  events.  Events  last  from  five 
minutes  to  two  hours  and  involve  small  numbers  (generally  less  than  15)  of  troops,  one  or  two 
vehicles,  and/or  a  helicopter.  These  events  typically  take  place  during  the  four  to  six  air  wing 
training  events  that  occur  each  year.  Ground  training  has  occurred  historically  on  proposed 
Category  B  withdrawal  lands  and  on  other  public  lands,  as  approved  by  BLM;  however,  the 
BLM  Carson  City  District's  current  position  is  that  it  does  not  have  the  authorization  to  allow 
most  military  activities,  including  ground  training,  on  public  lands. 

e)  Comment:     Alternatives  to  ground  training  should  be  provided,  including  use  of  other  Department  of 

Defense  ranges.  Rationale  for  excluding  alternative  sites  appears  weak.  The  Draft  EIS  did  not 
establish  that  ground  training  could  not  be  accomplished  on  lands  already  withdrawn  by  NAS 
Fallon  or  on  other  military  lands  in  Nevada.  The  withdrawal  should  be  held  to  the  old 
electronic  warfare  range  as  sufficient  land  has  already  been  withdrawn  at  Nellis  for  integrated 
air  and  ground  training. 
References:  Comments  B-33,  F-9,  F-15,  T-54,  Y-6,  DD-2,  H-l,  W-l,  XX- 1,  PHR-15,  PHR-27,  PHR-75 
Response:  Moving  ground  training  to  another  DOD  facility  would  preclude  integration  of  the  air  and 
ground  units.  Ground  training  is  integrated  with  air  operations  and  cannot  be  separated  from 
.  the  air  mission;  much  of  the  ground  training  (see  Section  2.3.1,  Ground  Activities)  occurs  in 
concert  with  the  carrier  air  wing  training  events  that  occur  four  to  six  times  per  year  (Section 
1.2.2.2).  It  would  not  be  possible  to  conduct  only  the  ground  training  at  another  DOD 
facility;  both  the  air  and  ground  training  would  have  to  be  relocated.  Conducting  integrated  air 
and  ground  operations  at  another  DOD  facility  is  not  a  long-term  alternative,  as  discussed  in 
Section  2.2.3.  As  noted  in  Section  2.2.3,  relocation  would  limit  training  time  and  increase  the 
cost  of  training.  In  addition,  land  and  airspace  at  Nellis  Air  Force  Range  are  not  available  on  a 
scale  commensurate  with  Navy  training  requirements. 

f)  Comment:    The  Draft  EIS  should  include  an  alternative  without  a  withdrawal  that  examines  use  of  a 

cooperative  agreement  to  accomplish  its  needs.  The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  consider  alternatives  that 
could  have  sought  to  resolve  these  conflicts  between  the  military  mission  and  multiple  use 
mandates  for  public  lands  through  the  establishment  of  the  legally  mandated  NAS  Citizen's 
Advisory  Board  or  through  a  request  to  the  BLM's  Resource  Advisory  Agency. 

References:    Comments  DD-2,  DD-3 

Response:  The  Navy  consulted  with  the  BLM  Carson  City  District  regarding  instituting  cooperative 
agreements  to  accomplish  Navy  needs.  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  it  has  the  authorization 
under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  to  allow  most  military  activities  discussed 
in  Section  2.3.1.  However,  the  Navy  feels  that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  all  public  land  users  for  the 
BLM  to  permit  certain  types  of  military  activity  on  limited  public  lands,  thereby  precluding 
the  need  to  withdraw,  segregate,  and  control  large  parcels  of. land  to  prohibit,  multiple  user 
activity. 
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Response  to  Comments 

g)  Comment:  The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  consider  an  alternative  to  turn  over  Navy  land  acquired  in  Dixie  Valley, 
which  is  surrounded  by  public  lands,  to  the  BLM.  The  Navy  has  no  authority  to  own  or 
manage  any  lands  in  the  Dixie  Valley.  The  Navy  acquired  private  lands  to  mitigate  the  impacts 
of  sonic  booms;  these  lands  were  not  acquired  for  a  ground  troop  training  base.  Inholdings 
within  public  lands  that  are  acquired  by  the  Navy  must  be  transferred  to  the  federal  agency 
controlling  the  surrounding  lands  unless  there  is  specific  authorizing  legislation  to  acquire  and 
manage  the  land  as  a  ground  troop  training  base.  Such  is  not  the  case  for  lands  acquired  in  the 
Dixie  Valley.  It  is  questionable  whether  the  Navy  should  maintain  control  of  the  acquired 
lands,  which  undermines  the  entire  Draft  EIS. 

References:    Comment  DD-4 

Response:  As  discussed  previously,  the  Navy  is  not  creating  a  ground  troop  training  base  at  NAS  Fallon; 
integrated  air  and  ground  training  is  an  ongoing  mission  of  NAS  Fallon.  The  Navy  acquired 
Dixie  Valley  lands  for  military  purposes  through  congressional  authorization  and  may  conduct 
military  operations  there  to  satisfy  mission  requirements.  Federal  agencies  have  the  authority 
to  hold  property  rights  pursuant  to  40  USC  483,  Management  and  Disposal  of  Federal 
Property.  Only  upon  the  holding  agency  identifying  lands  as  excess  can  lands  be  relinquished 
to  the  General  Services  Administration,  which  in  turn  has  the  responsibility  of  dispersing  lands 
to  the  appropriate  federal  agency.  The  Navy  acquired  Dixie  Valley  lands  with  Congressional 
approval  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  from  sonic  booms.  Once  these  lands  were  acquired,  the 
Navy  was  obligated  to  consider  these  lands  for  other  future  requirements,  such  as  military 
training  purposes. 

h)  Comment:  The  EIS,  as  stated  in  the  No  Action  Alternative,  does  not  prove  that  adequate  training  for  the 
pilots  cannot  be  provided  if  the  lands  continue  to  be  administered  by  the  BLM.  The  BLM  can 
continue  to  designate  off-range  ordnance  lands  (Category  A)  as  closed  to  public  access;  in  no 
way  should  this  interfere  with  station  operations.  Category  B  lands  should  remain  public  lands 
and  be  administered  by  the  BLM.  Operations  and  training  could  occur  without  this  massive 
loss  of  public  lands. 

References:    Comments  KK-1,  KK-2,  KK-3 

Response:  The  BLM  Carson  City  District  believes  that  it  does  not  have  the  authorization  to  allow  most  of 
the  military  activities  discussed  in  Section  2.3.1.  Section  2.3.2.2  discusses  how  public  use  will  be 
managed  on  Category  B  lands.  Category  B  lands  are  proposed  to  remain  open  to  public  use 
and  to  continue  to  be  managed  by  the  BLM  for  multiple  uses.  The  withdrawal  of  these  lands  is 
necessary  to  allow  for  military  training  activities  not  currently  authorized  on  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  around  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges. 

i)      Comment:    The  land  withdrawal  cannot  be  supported  because  there  are  existing  homes  in  the  areas 

outlined  for  expansion. 
References:    Comment  NN-3 
Response:      There  are  no  homes,  private  residents,  or  private  property  within  the  boundaries  of  any  of  the 

proposed  withdrawal  alternatives.   Detailed  maps  have  been  added  to  Appendix  I  to  clarify  the 

boundaries  of  the  withdrawals. 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 

RTC-5 


Response  to  Comments 


j)  Comment:  The  Navy  has  not  articulated  the  purpose  and  need  and  alternatives  for  the  -withdrawal  of 
68,600  acres  in  the  Dixie  Valley. 

References:    Comment  PHR-14 

Response:  As  shown  in  Table  2-5,  the  Navy  has  requested  the  withdrawal  of  lands  in  the  Dixie  Valley  area 
for  development  of  up  to  five  EW  and  TACTS  sites,  for  placement  of  visual  cueing  devices,  and 
for  integrated  air  and  ground  training.  The  withdrawal  of  these  lands  is  necessary  to  allow  for 
military  training  activities  not  currently  authorized  on  BLM-administered  public  lands  around 
NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  Withdrawal  of  these  lands  also  will  allow  for  varied  and  flexible 
siting  of  EW  threat  emitters  and  visual  cueing  devices  necessary  to  ensure  that  realistic  training 
is  conducted. 

2.    NEPA-related  Issues 

a)  Comment:    Public  involvement  of  the  DEIS  was  inadequate.  The  DEIS  should  be  reissued. 
References:    Comments  B-l,  B-6,  W-4 

Response:  Extensive  public  involvement  was  undertaken  for  this  project  as  discussed  in  Section  1.5. 
Letters  were  sent  to  interested  parties  as  identified  from  previous  projects,  announcements  were 
placed  in  local  newspapers,  press  releases  were  issued,  and  public  hearings  and  scoping  meetings 
were  held  in  Fallon  and  Reno.  A  90-day  public  review  period  of  the  Draft  EIS,  as  suggested  in 
the  Engle  Act,  was  implemented.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  only 
requires  a  45-day  comment  period. 

b)  Comment:    Local  scoping  meetings  should  be  conducted  in  central  Nevada.  Outreach  to  local  governments 

in  rural  Nevada  was  inadequate. 
References:    Comments  Q-2,  U-2,  X-3,  T-27,  H-2,  VW-3,  CCCC-1,  PHR-2,  PHR-20 

Response:  Public  hearings  and  meetings  were  held  within  the  region  of  influence  for  the  project  (see 
Section  1.5).  Notices  of  the  project  were  published  in  local  newspapers  and  the  public  was 
invited  to  participate  in  the  NEPA  process.  A  special  meeting  was  held  in  Austin  on 
September  30,  1997,  to  respond  to  concerns  of  citizens  of  Eureka  and  Lander  Counties  during 
the  September  16  and  17,  1997,  public  hearings.  Scoping  and  public  involvement  letters  also 
were  sent  to  representatives  of  potentially  affected  Native  American  groups  as  shown  in 
Appendix  B.  In  addition,  a  meeting  was  held  in  November  of  1995  with  representatives  of  the 
BIA  and  members  of  potentially  affected  Native  American  groups  to  discuss  how  withdrawn 
lands  would  be  managed. 

c)  Comment:     Review  period  of  the  EIS  should  be  extended  (by  30  days,  60  days,  or  1  year). 
References:    Comments  Q-l,  S-l,  U-l,  V-5,  X-l,  X-2,  EE-1,  VW-1,  WWW-1,  CCCC-1,  GGGG-1 
Response:      The  comment  period  was  90  days,  twice  the  minimum  NEPA  requirement.  Further  extensions 

to  the  public  review  period  were  not  determined  to  be  necessary. 

d)  Comment:     EIS  is  vague,  conclusory,  outdated,  and  internally  contradictory,  limiting  the  ability  of  the 

public  to  adequately  participate.  For  example,  transportation/access  is  a  key  issue  and  is 
missing  from  the  analysis  despite  the  fact  that  a  significant  expansion  is  proposed  along  Dixie 
Valley  Road.    Data  are  outdated,  including  grazing  information  from  1983.  Sections  are  in 
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References: 
Response: 


Response  to  Comments 

direct  conflict  to   Council   on  Environmental  Quality   (CEQ)   guidance,   such  as  deferring 
cumulative  impact  analysis  to  future  documents.   Other  statements  are  conclusory  or  incorrect, 
such  as  the  statement  that  increasing  airspace  south  of  B-16  would  have  no  impacts  on  land  use. 
Comments  B-2  to  B-5,  B-19,  FFFF-1,  PHR-21 

The  transportation  issues  are  discussed  in  Section  3.14  and  4.2.14  of  the  Draft  EIS.  As  discussed 
in  Section  4.2.14,  roads  on  Category  A  lands  will  remain  closed,  an  unmitigable  impact,  with 
the  exception  of  the  recently  reopened  gas  pipeline  road  discussed  in  Section  3.14  and  response 
to  comment  20b.  Section  4.2.14  states  all  roads  in  Category  B  areas  are  adequate  to  handle 
additional  traffic  from  military  activities;  text  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS  to  state  that 
Dixie  Valley  Road  is  included  in  the  analysis.  Data  on  grazing  is  current  and  has  been 
confirmed  with  the  BLM;  the  1983  citation  was  a  typographic  error  and  has  been  changed  to 
read  1985a.  This  is  the  most  recent  resource  management  plan  the  BLM  has  conducted  for  the 
region.  As  noted  in  the  sentence  following  the  citation,  and  in  Table  3-10,  updated  data  is 
provided  based  on  consultation  with  the  BLM  (Mr.  Minor,  Carson  City  District  Office).  All 
reasonably  foreseeable  actions  are  adequately  discussed  in  Chapter  5.  Analysis  of  potential 
impacts  of  future  proposed  projects  are  provided  to  the  degree  possible;  no  attempt  has  been 
made  to  defer  or  postpone  analysis. 

The  Navy  is  piecemealing  its  actions  with  regards  to  the  proposed  changes  to  the  B-16  airspace, 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  Military  Operations  Areas  (MO As),  and  placement  of  electronic 
warfare  (EW)  and  Tactical  Aircrew  Combat  Training  System  (TACTS)  sites. 
Comments  F-5,  F-6,  F-7,  R-4,  U-3,  V-4,  T-55,  II-5,  LL-24,  NN-4,  PHF-18 

The  proposed  B-16  airspace  changes  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  MOA  designations  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  5  of  the  EIS.  These  actions  are  not  related  to  the  proposed  land 
withdrawal  or  training  that  would  occur  on  the  proposed  withdrawal  lands,  though  the 
airspace  changes  proposed  for  B-16  did  result  from  comments  received  during  scoping  for  the 
EIS.  The  placement  of  EW  and  TACTS  sites  is  analyzed  in  Section  4.2  of  the  EIS  under  each 
potentially  affected  resource  area. 


f)  Comment:    According  to  NEPA,  EISs  should  be  written  to  a  tenth  grade  level.    This  EIS  was  difficult  to 

understand  and  too  lengthy. 
References:    Comment  LL-38 
Response:      Due  to  the  complexity  of  the  issues,  detailed  analyses  were  required.    To  the  greatest  extent 

possible,  the  detailed  analyses  were  simplified  to  a  readable  understanding  of  the  findings. 

g)  Comment:    The  impact  analysis  uses  outdated  baseline  conditions  and  is  therefore  inadequate. 
References:    Comment  B-19 

Response:  The  best  available  data  were  used  when  defining  the  existing  environment.  Resource 
management  agencies  were  consulted,  the  latest  data  were  gathered,  and  an  extensive  literature 
search  was  conducted.  The  BLM,  the  agency  charged  with  resource  management  on  these 
public  lands,  was  involved  as  a  cooperative  agency.  Policy  statements  referenced  in  this 
document  reflect  current  management  policies. 


e)     Comment: 

References: 
Response: 
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3.  Department  of  Defense  Activity 

a)  Comment:     A  comprehensive  Department  of  Defense  plan  for  airspace  and  land  withdrawal  activity  is 

necessary. 
References:    Comments  SS-1,  PHR-30 
Response:      The  Navy  is  currently  developing  a  Navy-wide  needs  assessment,  as  are  the  other  branches  of 

the  military.    These  individual  efforts  may  be  compiled  in  a  Department  of  Defense  national 

needs  assessment. 

b)  Comment:     The  Navy  should  work  cooperatively  with  the  Air  Force  to  share  lands  and  airspace  at  Nellis 

Air  Force  Range  (AFR).  The  final  alternative  selected  should  include  the  use  of  other 
Department  of  Defense  facilities  to  minimize  impacts  in  central  Nevada. 
References:  Comments  R-8,  CC-1,  HH-14,  H-4,  00-9,  KKK-1,  RRR-5,  SSS-4,  FFFF-4,  PHR-7 
Response:  The  Navy  and  Air  Force  currently  work  cooperatively  in  sharing  lands  and  airspace  for 
training  where  possible  and  advantageous  to  both  entities.  As  discussed  in  Section  2.2.3, 
airspace  at  Nellis  AFR  is  used  for  test  and  evaluation  (T&E)  purposes,  while  airspace  at  NAS 
Fallon  is  used  for  operations  and  maintenance.  While  some  training  may  be  conducted  at  T&E 
ranges,  it  is  not  a  priority  within  the  Test  and  Evaluation  Range  mission.  Furthermore, 
availability  of  combat  training  systems,  targets,  and  resources  at  Nellis  AFR  are  limited  for 
Navy  use,  as  described  in  Section  2.2.3  of  the  EIS.  Additionally,  use  of  Nellis  AFR  would  not 
satisfy  the  alternative  criteria  to  provide  for  efficient  use  of  training  time  and  fuel  (see  Section 
2.2.1). 

c)  Comment:    Many  proposals  have  been  made  at  western  Department  of  Defense  facilities.    Department  of 

Defense's  failure  to  prepare  a  programmatic  EIS  for  these  proposed  actions  violates  the  spirit 
and  letter  of  NEPA. 

References:    Comments  Y-10,  PHR-30 

Response:  Counsel  of  Environmental  Quality  regulations  on  implementing  NEPA  (40  CFR  1500-1508) 
do  not  require  a  programmatic  EIS.  Western  Department  of  Defense  facilities  proposals  are 
not  connected  actions  and  therefore  are  not  required  to  be  addressed  in  one  EIS.  One 
programmatic  EIS  for  proposals  made  at  all  western  DOD  facilities  is  not  appropriate  because 
of  the  geographic  separation  of  the  actions,  the  differing  resources  and  federal  agencies  involved 
for  each  proposal,  and  the  requirements  of  Congress  to  conduct  certain  environment 
documentation.  Each  of  the  proposals  must  stand  as  individual  documents  to  comply  with 
NEPA.  The  Department  of  the  Navy  is  preparing  a  Navy-wide  needs  assessment. 

4.  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)/Citizen  Advisory  Board 

a)     Comment:     The  Navy  should  form  a  FACA  committee  for  NAS  Fallon.    A  broad  and  diverse  committee 
of  Nevada  stakeholders  should  be  established  to  advise  the  Navy  on  its  present  and  future 
activities  affecting  public  lands. 
References:    Comments  F-12,  F-18,  J-7,  Y-9,  DD-3,  H-9,  PHR-18,  PrIR-36,  PHR-72 

Response:  The  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  is  very  specific  concerning  the  conditions  under  which  a 
FACA  committee  can  be  convened;  a  moratorium  has  been  placed  on  advisory  committees 
without   Secretary   approval.      The   purposes  stated  in   this   comment   do   not   qualify  for 
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establishment  of  a  FACA  for  this  action.  Airspace  and  land  withdrawal  initiatives  at  NAS 
Fallon  require  the  preparation  of  appropriate  NEPA  documentation,  which  mandates  public 
participation  at  appropriate  phases  of  the  EIS  preparation.  The  Joint  Military  Advisory- 
Committee  ([MAC)  was  created  by  the  Special  Nevada  Report  and  meets  with  the  State  of 
Nevada  semi-annually. 

5.     Land  Use  Management  and  Compatibility 

a)  Comment:    Military  training  (visual  cueing  devices,  ground  training,  integrated  air  training,  expanded  air 

combat  training)  that  would  occur  on  Category  B  lands  is  not  compatible  with  public  uses. 
Areas  proposed  for  Category  B  management  are  on  the  approach  to  an  active  bombing  range 
(B-17).  Problems  associated  with  attempting  to  provide  open  public  access  to  these  areas 
became  apparent  when  at  B-20  a  Navy  pilot  fired  on  workers  on  an  observation  tower. 
Potential  for  future  pilot  errors  are  likely  to  increase  over  time  as  more  visual  cueing  and  threat 
emitters  increase  the  complexity  of  training  missions. 

References:    Comments  B-7  to  B-ll,  PriF-12 

Response:  The  Navy  believes  that  impacts  of  military  uses  on  the  public  would  not  preclude  public  use 
and  that  the  BLM  is  able  to  manage  these  multiple  uses.  For  this  reason,  the  Navy  is  proposing 
that  withdrawn  Category  B  lands  remain  open  to  public  use  under  BLM  management  with 
Navy  having  review  and  approval  authority  for  certain  activities.  The  referenced  incident 
occurred  near  a  weapons  impact  area  well  within  on  an  existing  training  range  and  not  on  lands 
proposed  for  withdrawal.  The  proposed  withdrawal  would  not  increase  the  likelihood  of  a 
similar  incident  because  the  public  would  not  be  allowed  access  on  existing  training  ranges  or 
proposed  Category  A  lands  around  the  training  ranges.  Public  comments  have  supported 
public  uses  on  proposed  Category  B  lands.  BLM  management  of  Category  B  lands  with  Navy 
review  and  approval  of  certain  activities  would  best  accommodate  the  desires  of  the  public  and 
the  training  needs  of  the  Navy  (see  Section  2.3.2.2). 

b)  Comment:    BLM  and  BUREC  are  not  equipped  to  manage  dispersed  recreation  or  any  public  uses  while 

accommodating  combat  training  facilities  and  missions.  While  the  number  of  projected  short- 
term  ground-combat  training  is  relevant  to  the  analysis,  long-term  use  is  most  significant. 

References:    Comment  B-12 

Response:  The  majority  of  Navy  actions  occur  during  the  week,  are  highly  localized,  and  are  of  short 
duration.  Given  the  small  number  of  integrated  and  ground  training  events,  their  short 
duration,  and  limited  environmental  impact,  no  long-term  adverse  environmental  impacts  will 
occur.  The  Navy  does  not  feel  that  military  activities  conflict  with  dispersed  recreation  on 
Category  B  lands,  but  does  recognize  that  the  public  may  experience  a  startle  effect  from  these 
activities.  Mitigation  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS  Section  4.2.12  stating  that  education 
program  materials  on  Navy  training  activities  will  be  provided  to  the  BLM,  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  (BUREC),  and  the  Nevada  Division  of  Wildlife  (NDOW)  for  dispersal  to  the 
public. 
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c)  Comment:     It  does  not  seem  that  co-management  with  the  BLM  is  workable  in  the  Dixie  Valley  area.  A 

congressional  bill  should  be  introduced  mandating  the  BLM  to  issue  a  perpetual  permit  to 
conduct  proposed  Navy  land  operations  with  the  Navy  legally  responsible  for  problems  it 
causes  and  required  to  reimburse  the  BLM  for  management  costs  due  to  Navy  use  of  the  area. 
The  Navy  could  request  legislative  authority  for  the  BLM  to  review  and  approve  land  use 
permits  for  short-term  military  uses. 

References:    Comments  B-17,  Y-7,  KKK-4,  KKK-5,  PHR-16,  PHR-71,  PHR-73 

Response:  The  Navy  supports  this  type  of  arrangement;  however,  the  Navy  cannot  stop  training  activities 
or  implementation  of  this  proposed  action  while  pursuing  such  legislation.  After  completion 
of  the  proposed  withdrawal,  and  in  consultation  with  the  BLM,  the  Navy  will  support 
legislation  allowing  for  co-management  of  public  lands  near  NAS  Fallon  for  military  purposes. 
Such  legislation  must  allow  for  current  and  future  training  needs.  At  that  time  lands  currently 
proposed  for  withdrawal  as  Category  B  lands  could  be  returned  to  BLM  administrative 
authority. 

d)  Comment:    Category  B  lands  could  be  managed  by  the  BLM  and  therefore  do  not  need  to  be  withdrawn  by 

the  Navy.  The  Navy  should  consider  an  alternative  that  amends  the  BLM  land  use  plan  to  be 
compatible  with  the  Navy's  defined  mission.  BLM  management  would  provide  assurance  that 
lands  remain  open  to  multiple  uses. 
References:  Comments  J-4,  J-7,  T-108,  T-110,  T-115,  T-116,  T-122,  T-128,  KK-6,  PHR-37,  PHR-39 
Response:  The  BLM  Carson  City  district  does  not  feel  that  military  training  uses  described  in  Section 
2.3.1  are  appropriate  for  public  lands,  and  their  most  recent  interpretation  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  indicates  they  may  not  have  the  administrative  authority  to  allow 
for  military  activities  on  public  lands. 

e)  Comment:    The  Navy  should  not  withdraw  lands  they  do  not  want  to  manage.    The  Board  of  Eureka 

County  Commissioners  has  on  numerous  occasions  been  required  to  supply  BLM  with 
financial  or  technical  support  to  complete  projects  because  the  BLM  did  not  have  the  time, 
staff,  or  money.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  opposes  the  continued  management  of 
withdrawn  areas  by  the  current  land  management  agencies  because  the  BLM  and  BUREC 
would  then  be  responsible,  monetarily  and  through  public  criticism,  for  contamination 
resulting  from  Navy  activity. 
References:  Comments  D-2,  R-5,  T-58,  T-108,  T-110,  T-115,  T-116,  T-122,  T-128,  V-2 
Response:  Historically,  Congress  has  maintained  BLM  management  for  Department  of  Defense 
withdrawals,  as  evidenced  in  Public  Law  99-606.  Congress  has  the  ultimate  authority  on  how 
proposed  Category  B  withdrawal  lands  will  be  managed.  Responsibility  for  cleanup  of 
contamination  resides  with  the  contaminating  agency,  not  with  the  managing  agency. 

f)  Comment:     Broad  authority  to  permit  public  uses  on  Category  B  lands  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and 

"generally"  open  lands  provide  no  assurance  that  land  will  remain  open  in  the  long-term.  No 
statement  of  what  land  uses  would  be  restricted  or  what  restrictions  might  apply  are  stated  in 
the  document.  Public  access  should  be  assured  to  support  present  land  use  planning  and  uses. 
The  BLM  and  BUREC  should  control  accesses  to  their  adjacent  land.  Given  past  Navy 
management  practices,  long-term  access  to  lands  under  Navy  control  is  far  from  guaranteed. 
References:    Comments  J-2,  J-7,  L-4,  BB-3,  JJ-14,  PHF-39,  PHF-42 
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Response  to  Comments 

Response:  Public  access  will  remain  open  on  Category  B  lands,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  2  and  Chapter  4 
and  as  detailed  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan  included  as  Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS.  The 
most  likely  land  use  restriction,  discussed  in  Section  2.3.2.1  of  the  EIS,  would  involve  the 
construction  of  structures  greater  than  50  feet  in  height  on  certain  Category  B  areas  such  as 
aircraft  run-in  lines.  The  information  presented  in  the  EIS  will  be  included  in  the  Record  of 
Decision,  binding  the  Navy  to  continued  public  access  for  the  long-term. 

g)     Comment:    Actual  management  plans  for  the  withdrawn  lands  should  be  included  as  part  of  the  Draft  EIS 

so  that  actual  impacts  and  loss  of  use  can  be  better  evaluated. 
References:    Comments  L-4,  L-5,  NN-1,  NN-10 
Response:      The  general  land  use  management  guidelines  were  identified  and  evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIS  (see 

Section  2.3.3).  As  coordinated  with  the  BLM,  the  Resource  Management  Plan  has  been 

included  as  Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS  and  will  be  submitted  with  the  Request  for  Withdrawal 

to  Congress. 

h)  Comment:  Co-use  or  multiple  use  of  public  lands  should  be  encouraged  and  allowed  to  take  place 
wherever  possible. 

References:    Comment  L-l 

Response:  Category  B  lands,  except  for  fenced  EW  sites,  would  remain  open  to  public  use  and  access.  As 
described  in  Section  2.3.2.2,  Category  B  lands  would  be  managed  by  the  BLM  with  Navy- 
review  and  approval  of  certain  activities  to  ensure  public  safety  and  to  meet  training 
requirements.  An  example  of  potential  incompatible  uses  include  structures  above  50  feet  and 
large  congregations  of  people  at  certain  times  and  locations. 

i)  Comment:  The  Draft  EIS  states  that  if  members  of  the  public  are  around,  the  Navy  will  relocate  its 
training.  It  is  hard  to  believe  that  the  Navy  will  actually  adhere  to  this  statement. 

References:    Comments  LT-8,  PHF-12 

Response:  One  goal  of  ground  training  is  to  remain  undetected  by  non-Navy  entities.  Therefore,  the 
Navy  will  avoid  the  public  in  their  ground  training  operations,  rather  than  reschedule  or 
relocate  the  training.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  reworded  to  clarify  this  statement. 

j)  Comment:  The  statement,  "any  Navy  training  activity  outside  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  area  would 
continue  to  be  coordinated  with  the  BLM  or  other  appropriate  agency,"  should  be  clarified. 
Identify  what  types  of  military  uses  may  be  necessary. 

References:    Comments  F-10,  F-16,  Y-8,  LL-3 

Response:  Specific  training  events,  as  well  as  emergent  ones,  might  require  use  of  lands  outside  the 
footprint  of  the  withdrawal  at  some  time  in  the  future.  The  Navy  will  seek  authorization  for 
use  of  public  lands  for  these  purposes  from  the  agency  administering  those  lands.  In  most  cases 
that  would  be  the  BLM. 

6.    Mitigation  Measures 

a)  Comment:  Provide  more  specific  mitigation  measures  beyond  Navy  exploration  of  means  to  compensate 
claim  and  patent  holders.  Mining  claims  on  segregated  land  should  be  returned  or  the  claimants 
compensated.    Privately  held  water  rights  on  public  land  should  be  allowed  to  move  to  a  site 
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where  they  could  be  accessed  by  the  permittee  or  should  be  acquired  outright  by  the  Navy. 
Ranchers  with  grazing  allotments  should  be  given  equivalent  allotments  or  compensated  for  the 
loss  of  AUMs  and  subsequent  devaluation  of  ranches.  The  EIS  should  report  actual  impacts  to 
users  (including  fiscal)  if  there  is  no  guarantee  of  mitigation.  The  statement  that  impacts  to 
mining,  grazing,  water  rights,  and  leases  are  unmitigable  is  false. 

References:  Comments  A-6,  G-l,  L-3,  R-l,  T-67,  T-70,  T-94,  T-114,  T-119,  T-121,  T-127,  V-l,  LL-11,  LL-12, 
LL-13,  LL-15,  LL-16,  UU-1,  FFFF-5,  PFTR-46,  PHR-61,  PHR-66,  PHR-67,  PHR-68 

Response:  The  Navy  is  aware  of  this  concern  and  realizes  that  these  issues  will  have  to  be  handled  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  The  Navy  will  consider  compensation  of  all  valid  mining  claims  and  grazing 
rights.  These  mitigation  measures,  as  stated  in  Sections  4.2.2,  4.2.10,  and  4.2.11,  are  subject  to 
congressional  authorization  and  appropriation. 

b)  Comment:     The  mitigation  language  for  property  takings  needs  to  be  changed.    Although  the  proposed 

action  may  be  subject  to  congressional  authorization  and  appropriation,  the  document  implies 

this  is  also  true  for  compensating  property  takings. 
References:    Comment  T-3 
Response:      This  issue  is  adequately  addressed  in  the  EIS  in  Sections  4.2.2.1,  4.2.10.1  and  4.2.11.1. 

c)  Comment:    Mitigations  to  the  land  withdrawal  should  include  the  return  of  Horse  Creek,  Dixie  Valley 

landholdings,  and  the  Mt.  Grant  area  of  the  Hawthorne  Army  Depot  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  A  public  easement  across  the  private  land  at  the  base  of  Horse  Creek  Canyon  should 
be  provided.  The  Navy  should  identify  non-mission  critical  lands  that  might  be  suitable  for 
return  to  public  land  status. 

References:    Comments  B-18,  K-7,  Y-7,  BB-12,  KK-4,  PHF-10,  PHR-77 

Response:  The  Mt.  Grant  area  is  administered  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  actions  affecting  these 
lands  are  not  subject  to  Navy  discretion.  Dixie  Valley  lands  and  Horse  Creek  are  used 
extensively  by  the  Navy  for  the  completion  of  the  Navy  training  mission  and  are  therefore  not 
available  for  disposition  pursuant  to  40  USC  483,  Management  and  Disposal  of  Federal 
Property,  to  return  to  BLM  administration.  The  Navy  does  not  have  any  excess  lands  for 
return  to  public  domain  at  this  time.  The  Navy  has  in  the  past  returned  lands  withdrawn  in 
Nevada  in  excess- of  790,000  acres. 

d)  Comment:     The  Navy  withdrew  in  1953  a  one  square  mile  panhandle  where  access  roads  converged,  cutting 

off  30  square  miles  of  public  land.  The  public  is  now  supposedly  allowed  to  pass  through  the 
gate,  but  alongside  the  gate  is  a  large  'do  not  trespass'  sign.  The  gate  has  been  locked  in  the  past 
and  may  be  locked  in  the  future.  The  roads  or  access  to  the  roads  should  be  returned  to  BLM 
administration  to  be  managed  for  Navy  and  public  good. 

References:    Comments  JJ-10,  JJ-13,  PHF-36,  PHF-38 

Response:  The  Navy  intends  to  remove  the  lock  from  the  gate  to  ensure  public  access.  The  gate  may  be 
latched  while  cattle  are  grazing.  The  No  Trespassing  sign  has-been  removed.  Because  this  land 
is  pan  of  the  existing  training  range,  it  is  not  appropriate  to  relinquish  it  to  the  BLM. 

e)  Comment:     There   does   not   appear  to   be   any   assurance   that    mitigation   measures   regarding   use   or 

restrictions  on  Category  A  and  B  lands  being  proposed  will  be  implemented. 
References:    Comments  L-2 
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Response  to  Comments 

Response:  All  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  EIS  will  be  included  in  the  Record  of  Decision,  which 
will  act  as  the  guidance  document  for  implementing  the  action  and  associated  mitigation 
measures.  The  Record  of  Decision  is  legally  binding. 

7.     B-16  Training  Range 

a)  Comment:     The  B-16  training  range  should  be  closed.    While  the  proposed  airspace  reconfiguration  would 

reduce  the  noise  and  safety  threats,  use  of  the  range  will  continue  to  conflict  with  long-term 
regional  land  use.  The  only  direction  Fallon  can  develop  is  to  the  west,  but  growth  is 
constrained  by  the  B-16  training  range. 

References:  Comments  F-3,  F-4,  F-13,  Y-2,  Y-3,  MM-2,  MM-16,  PP-1,  QQ-1  to  QQ-3,  PHF-20,  PHF-31, 
PHF-33,  PHR-9,  PHR-11,  PHR-28 

Response:  Closure  of  B-16  without  the  concurrent  establishment  of  a  comparable  training  range  and 
associated  airspace  would  conflict  with  the  mission  of  NAS  Fallon.  The  costs  and  associated 
training  lost  with  such  an  action  cannot  be  justified  by  existing  levels  of  public  concern  or 
environmental  issues.  Please  refer  to  Section  2.2.3,  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail, 
Close  B-16. 

b)  Comment:     The  Navy  should  not  be  allowed  to  withdraw  land  at  B-16.    The  RAICUZ  footprint  falls 

completely  within  the  range  boundaries.  Many  new  homesites  are  being  planned  to  the  north 
of  Sheckler  and  B-16.  The  area  between  Sheckler  Reservoir  and  B-16  is  at  least  a  partial  wetland 
and  is  used  by  many  types  of  birds. 
References:  Comments  Y-2,  BB-11,  MM-4,  00-2,  HHH-5,  PHF-33,  PHF-38,  PHR-53 
Response:  Only  RAICUZ  safety  zone  A  falls  within  B-16  boundary;  safety  zones  B  and  C  fall  outside  this 
range  boundary  (see  Figure  1-4  and  1-6).  The  Navy's  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  withdraw 
the  approximately  21,000  acres  containing  Sheckler  Reservoir  north  of  B-16  as  proposed  under 
Alternatives  I  and  III.  Please  see  Table  2-5  in  the  EIS  for  justification  of  the  withdrawals  at  B- 
16.  Section  3.3.3.5  of  the  EIS  discusses  waterfowl,  shorebirds,  colony-nesting  and  other  marsh 
birds,  songbirds,  and  raptors  that  inhabit  or  use  the  region.  A  study  conducted  by  NDOW  in 
1989  on  the  effects  of  NAS  Fallon  military  air  operations  found  that  different  species  of 
migratory  birds  responded  differently  to  aircraft  operations.  Some,  such  as  snow  geese  appeared 
sensitive  to  the  noise,  while  others,  such  as  Canada  geese,  acclimated  to  noise  disturbances.  The 
studies  also  found  that  many  resident  shorebirds  and  water  birds  are  tolerant  of  aircraft 
disturbances.  The  proposed  action  would  not  result  in  changes  to  aircraft  operations  at  B-16. 
Realignment  of  military  training  routes  at  B-16  (discussed  in  Sections  1.2.2.3,  3.5.3,  and  5.7.3.7) 
have  reduced  low-level  flights  above  Sheckler  Reservoir,  and  proposed  changes  in  flight  patterns 
at  B-16  (discussed  in  Section  5.6.5)  would  greatly  reduce  aircraft  operations  over  the  Sheckler 
District.  Ground  training  performed  north  of  B-16  would  take  place  south  of  Sheckler 
Reservoir  and  would  not  occur  in  wetlands. 
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c)  Comment:     Armed  overflight  proposed  outside  of  the  withdrawn  lands  will  result  in  bombing'  of  BLM- 

administered  public  lands  south  of  B-16  as  evidenced  in  Figure  4  of  the  B-16  Range  AICUZ 
update.  Identify  the  liabilities  to  the  BLM  and  the  measures  BLM  will  have  to  take  to  assure 
public  safety  on  these  lands. 

References:    Comments  Y-3,  PHF-16 

Response:  The  Navy,  in  consultation  with  the  BLM,  has  determined  that  the  small  potential  for  an 
inadvertent  ordnance  drop  coupled  with  the  inert  nature  of  the  ordnance  is  appropriate  for  the 
land  uses  located  south  of  B-16.  In  addition,  no  inadvertent  release  has  been  documented  since 
the  early  1980s.  Liabilities  created,  if  any,  to  the  BLM  would  be  covered  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
between  the  Navy  and  BLM,  allowing  the  BLM  to  manage  lands  within  this  area. 

d)  Comment:    Congressional  action  is  needed  to  direct  the  Navy  to  relocate  the  B-16  bombing  range  away 

from  the  Lahontan  Valley  region.  Mitigative  actions  at  B-16  would  produce  only  a  temporary 
solution,  and  changing  growth  patterns  preclude  the  continued  use  of  the  range. 

References:    Comments  Y-5 

Response:  Proposed  changes  in  flight  patterns  at  B-16  in  conjunction  with  the  existing  realignment  of 
military  training  routes  from  B-16  to  B-20  to  relieve  the  noise  and  overflight  issues  for  the 
residents  of  the  Sheckler  District  should  sufficiently  address  the  vast  majority  of  public 
concerns.  The  costs  and  associated  training  that  would  be  lost  with  such  an  action  cannot  be 
justified  by  existing  levels  of  public  concern  or  environmental  issues.  Please  refer  to  Section 
2.2.3,  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail,  Close  B-16. 

8.    Shoal  Site 

a)  Comment:    The  historic  site  conditions  and  ongoing  activities  at  the  shoal  site  have  not  been  addressed  in 

the  EIS  nor  presented  during  the  public  meetings.  No  reference  to  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  documents  is  included  in  the  reference  section.  It  is  essential  to  retain  knowledge  of  the 
site  conditions  so  as  to  discourage  entry  into  subsurface  contaminated  areas. 

References:    Comments  HH-2  to  HH-4,  HH-6,  HH-8,  PHF-34,  PHR-44 

Response:  Text  has  been  added  in  Sections  1.2.2.3  and  3.8.1.4  to  describe  the  existing  environment  of  the 
shoal  site  and  references  have  been  included  in  Chapter  7,  References.  The  DOE  EIS  for  the 
Nevada  Test  Site  and  Off-Site  Locations  in  the  State  of  Nevada  has  been  reviewed  and 
incorporated  by  reference. 

b)  Comment:    The  extent  to  which  the  shoal  site  is  impacted  may  constrain  the  Navy's  ability  to  use  this  area 

and  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS.  The  EIS  should  clearly  state  that  access  to  the  subsurface 
or  removal  of  subsurface  materials  is  prohibited  without  DOE  approval. 

References:    Comment  H-l 

Response:  The  Navy  is  proposing  a  Navy  withdrawal  over  a  DOE  withdrawal;  therefore,  DOE  would 
retain  responsibility  for  all  subsurface  resources  and  activities.  The  Navy  would  be  responsible 
only  for  surface  training  activities,  primarily  combat  search  and  rescue  training.  The  Navy- 
worked  with  the  DOE  in  the  development  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  to  clarify  this 
issue.  The  Resource  Management  Plan  is  included  as  Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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c)  Comment:    The  Department  of  Energy  does  not  agree  that  the  Navy  obtain  the  right  to  approve  new  or 

modified  developments  on  the  shoal  site.    There  may  be  a  DOE  need  for  a  nonconforming 

structure  greater  than  50  feet  in  height  for  site  characterization  and  remediation  purposes. 
References:    Comment  E-l 
Response:      The  Navy  worked  with  DOE  in  developing  the  Resource  Management  Plan  to  accommodate 

both  Navy  and  DOE  needs.  The  Resource  Management  Plan  is  included  as  Appendix  J  in  the 

Final  EIS. 

d)  Comment:    The  EIS  should  clearly  state  that  access  to  or  removal  of  subsurface  materials  is  prohibited 

without  DOE  approval. 
References:    Comment  E-2 
Response:      The  Navy  does  not  plan  to  remove  any  subsurface  material  at  the  shoal  site.  Text  to  this  effect 

has  been  added  to  Section  2.3.3  of  the  Final  EIS. 

e)  Comment:    The  BLM  has  indicated  that  it  has  no  interest  in  returning  the  shoal  site  to  the  public  domain 

due  to  the  existence  of  nuclear  test  contamination.  The  BLM  should  raise  the  issue  that  it  may 

not  be  proper  to  transfer  administration  of  the  shoal  site  until  the  Department  of  Energy  has 

completed  its  environmental  program  at  the  site. 
References:    Comments  HH-5,  PriR-44 
Response:      The  shoal  site  will  not  be  returned  to  the  public  domain.  It  will  be  a  Navy  withdrawal  upon  a 

DOE  withdrawal  with  DOE  retaining  responsibility  for  management  of  subsurface  resources. 

9.     Integrated  Air  and  Ground  Training 

a)  Comment:    The  intensity  and  type  of  training  can  dramatically  increase  over  time  in  response  to  changing 

real-world  threats.  The  EIS  should  evaluate  the  increase  in  FRTC  use  by  other  non-Navy 
forces. 

References:    Comments  B-13,  B-24 

Response:  Intensity  and  type  of  training  may  increase  over  time  at  NAS  Fallon  as  a  result  of  force 
restructuring  decisions  and  real  world  scenarios.  However,  NAS  Fallon  is  almost  at  capacity 
and  is  limited  by  available  space.  No  plans  for  expansion  currently  exist  and  therefore  cannot 
be  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  Should  any  expansion  in  the  operations  of  NAS  Fallon  be  proposed,  it 
will  be  subject  to  appropriate  analysis  under  NEPA.  Use  of  the  Navy  ranges  by  non-Navy 
forces  is  coordinated  through  the  range  scheduling  department  and  is  performed  only  for  Navy 
benefit. 

b)  Comment:    The  Notice  of  Intent  did  not  include  ground  training. 
References:    Comments  F-9,  T-54,  Y-6,  II-l,  PHR-3,  PHR-26,  PHR-75 

Response:  Ground  training  is  an  existing  mission  component.  Much  of  the  ground  training  occurs  in 
concert  with  the  carrier  air  wing  training  events  that  occur  four  to  six  times  per  year.  Ground 
training  was  added  to  the  EIS  at  the  request  of  the  BLM  Carson  City  District  as  clarification  for 
how  withdrawn  lands  may  be  used. 
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c)     Comment: 


References: 
Response: 


There  is  an  implication  that  ground  troop  training  on  the  proposed  withdrawal  is  confined  to 
integrated  air  and  ground  training  exercises  shown  in  Table  2-3  of  the  DEIS.   The  EIS  needs  to 
state  that  these  missions  could  increase  in  the  future  and  that  there  are  no  restrictions  on 
potential  future  increases  in  type  and  intensity  of  ground  training. 
Comment  B-35 

The  number  of  training  events  presented  in  Table  2-3  were  discussed  in  detail  and  represent  the 
best  reasonable  estimate  of  potential  foreseeable  future  training  needs.  While  actual  and 
projected  training  events  are  far  fewer  in  number  that  those  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS,  the 
estimates  used  are  reasonable  and  help  to  evaluate  the  highest  potential  intensity  for  ground 
training  operations.  Therefore,  these  figures  are  not  expected  to  change  significantly. 


10.  EW,  TACTS,  and  Visual  Cueing  Device  Site  Development 

a)  Comment:    Delete  the  sentence  that  any  Navy  training  activity  outside  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  area 

would  continue  to  be  coordinated  with  the  BLM  or  other  appropriate  agency.  The  BLM  feels 
that  military  combat  training  operations  are  prohibited  under  FLPMA  and  the  Engle  Act. 

References:    Comment  B-34 

Response:  See  response  to  comments  Section  5j.  There  may  be  additional  actions  necessary  in  the  future 
that  are  not  foreseeable  at  this  time;  future  military  training  requirements  could  change  and 
may  require  new  demands  of  the  Navy  and  BLM.  Such  situations  will  be  handled  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  with  the  BLM  Carson  City  District  office  or  other  appropriate  administrating 
agency.  The  interpretation  from  the  Carson  City  District  office  may  not  always  be  indicative 
of  the  management  practices  of  other  BLM  offices;  the  Navy  believes  it  is  in  the  interest  of  all 
public  land  users  for  the  BLM  to  permit  certain  types  of  military  activity  on  limited  public 
lands.  Certain  limited  military  training  operations,  such  as  combat  search  and  rescue,  have 
been  conducted  on  public  lands. 

b)  Comment:    The  statement,  "any  Navy  training  activity  outside  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  area  would 

continue  to  be  coordinated  with  the  BLM  or  other  appropriate  agency,"  should  be  clarified.  A 
direct  relationship  exists  between  the  expansion  of  EW  and  TACTS  sites  and  the  Navy's  plan 
to  increase  existing  airspace  in  the  region.  If  this  statement  means  that  the  Navy  intends  to 
develop  EW  sites  outside  the  Dixie  Valley,  including  under  the  Smokey,  Diamond,  and 
Duckwater  Military  Operation  Areas,  such  actions  could  only  be  approved  through  a 
programmatic  EIS  and  Congressional  authorization,  and  should  be  included  in  the  EIS. 

References:    Comments  F-10,  F-16,  T-53,  Y-8,  PHR-4,  PHR-17 

Response:  The  Navy  does  not  agree  that  a  direct  relationship  exists  between  the  expansion  of  EW  and 
TACTS  sites  and  the  Navy's  plan  to  increase  existing  airspace  as  stated  in  the  State  letter,  or 
that  EW  sites  can  only  be  developed  through  a  programmatic  EIS  and  Congressional 
authorization.  The  referenced  statement  was  included  to  indicate  that  there  may  be  additional 
actions  necessary  in  the  future  that-  are  not  foreseeable  at  this  time;  future  military  training 
requirements  could  change  and  may  require  new  demands  of  the  Navy  and  BLM.  Such 
situations  will  be  handled  on  a  case-by-case  basis  with  the  BLM  Carson  City  District  office  or 
other  appropriate  administrating  agency.  While  the  BLM  Carson  City  District's  interpretation 
of  FLPMA  considers  all  military  training  activity  to  be  prohibited  on  public  lands  that  are  not 
withdrawn  for  that  purpose,  FLPMA  interpretations  by  other  BLM  districts  differ  from  this 
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c)     Comment: 

References: 
Response: 


Response  to  Comments 

interpretation.  The  Navy  continues  to  believe  it  is  in  the  interest  of  all  public  land  users  for 
the  BLM  to  permit  certain  types  of  military  activity  on  limited  public  lands,  thereby 
precluding  the  need  to  withdraw,  segregate,  and  control  large  parcels  of  land  to  prohibit 
multiple  user  activity.  Under  40  CFR  1500-1508,  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
regulations,  only  connected  actions  need  be  addressed  in  the  same  EIS.  The  proposed  MOAs 
are  not  a  connected  action  and  are  therefore  not  addressed  in  this  EIS.  The  proposed  action  of 
this  EIS  only  considers  land  withdrawals  related  to  training  and  safety  at  the  NAS  Fallon 
training  ranges.  Under  the  proposed  action  of  this  EIS,  no  changes  to  airspace  or  air  training  are 
proposed.  Therefore,  the  primary  focus  of  the  EIS  is  on  land-based  resources  and  issues,  such  as 
the  effects  of  the  withdrawal  on  public  use  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  lands.  The  primary 
issues  of  concern  with  a  land  withdrawal  action  are  vastly  different  from  those  associated  with 
an  airspace  establishment  action.  This  training  involves  different  legal,  physical  (land  and  air), 
and  geographical  requirements  and  would  affect  different  regions  of  influence;  as  such,  it  is 
appropriate  to  analyze  these  actions  separately. 

Navy  proposals  to  conduct  military  uses  outside  of  the  withdrawal  footprint  should  be 
evaluated  in  the  EIS. 
Comment  B-31 

The  BLM  and  Navy  are  currently  discussing  the  potential  to  conduct  combat  search  and  rescue 
training  on  public  lands.  This  would  allow  military  aircrews  to  become  more  adept  at  assisting 
in  search  and  rescue  missions  and  national  disaster  (e.g.,  flood  and  earthquake)  rescues,  as  well 
as  rescuing  injured  or  stranded  military  personnel.  No  other  military  uses  have  been  proposed 
or  are  foreseen  outside  the  withdrawal  area.  Any  actions  outside  the  withdrawal  area  would  be 
undertaken  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  of  the  appropriate  administering  agency,  such  as 
other  BLM  district  offices. 

The  location  of  EW  and  TACTS  sites  should  be  identified  and  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  Identify  if 
the  Navy  is  planning  on  installing  military  electronic  equipment  below  the  Smokey,  Diamond, 
and  Duckwater  MOAs. 
Comments  R-4,  T-4,  T-53,  LL-7 

The  location  of  existing  EW  and  TACTS  sites  will  not  change.  The  location  of  future  EW  and 
TACTS  sites  described  in  the  EIS  have  not  been  specifically  identified  but  would  be  located 
within  the  proposed  withdrawal  boundaries.  Upon  approval  of  the  proposed  action  and  when 
needed,  specific  sites  will  be  identified  within  the  withdrawn  area  and  evaluated  for  potential 
impacts  and  suitability  for  training.  The  Smoky,  Diamond,  and  Duckwater  MOAs  do  not 
exist.  If  they  are  formally  proposed,  site-specific  NEPA  documentation  would  be  conducted. 
No  EW  or  TACTS  site  development  has  been  proposed  by  the  Navy  for  lands  that  would  be 
located  under  these  MOAs  as  they  were  defined  in  the  Special  Nevada  Report. 


e)     Comment:     The  Navy  should  not  be  allowed  to  put  threat  emitters  under  the  Diamond,  Duckwater,  or 

Smokey  MOAs. 
References:    Comment  II-6 
Response:      As  stated  in  Chapter  5,  the  Smoky,  Diamond,  and  Duckwater  MOAs  do  not  exist.   This  is  not 

part  of  the  proposed  action  or  part  of  any  of  the  alternatives. 


d)     Comment: 


References: 
Response: 
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Comment:  The  expansion  of  EW  sites  represents  a  permanent  commitment  of  public  lands  and  should  not 
be  permitted  outside  of  the  Dixie  Valley.  Locating  these  sites  outside  of  the  Dixie  Valley 
would  result  in  the  impairment  of  the  character  of  the  environment  and  the  productivity  of  the 
land  and  in  harmful  levels  of  electromagnetic  radiation. 

References:    Comments  Y-8,  PHR-17 

Response:  It  is  the  Navy's  opinion  that  EW  sites  are  not  permanent  commitments,  for  they  can  be 
removed  and  the  area  restored  to  its  prior  condition.  Most  of  the  EW  and  TACTS  sites 
identified  in  this  DEIS  would  be  located  in  the  Dixie  and  Fairview  Valleys— areas  in  which  such 
devices  are  already  located.  The  effects  of  electromagnetic  radiation  from  these  sites  are 
discussed  in  Section  4.2.13. 


1 


g)  Comment:  The  BLM  Communication  Sites  Final  Amendment  has  been  shelved  by  the  Navy  in  the  DEIS. 
There  is  a  strong  conflict  between  the  Navy's  evaluation  criteria  and  the  BLM's  stewardship  of 
public  lands.  Public  lands  already  have  extensive  military  electronic  equipment  development 
and  the  public  has  suffered  from  ordnance,  chaff,  and  flare  litter.  The  Navy  now  wishes  to 
acquire  the  Sheckler  Reservoir  for  overflight  and  ground  troop  exercises. 
References:    Comment  MM-1 

Response:  Withdrawal  of  Sheckler  Reservoir  is  not  proposed  under  the  Navy's  Preferred  Alternative. 
Changing  flight  patterns  at  B-16  would  reduce  noise  near  developed  areas  and  the  reservoir,  and 
would  negate  the  need  for  the  lands  around  Sheckler  Reservoir.  Additionally,  changing  flight 
patterns  at  B-16  would  reduce  the  restricted  airspace  north  of  B-16  by  returning  117  square 
miles  to  general  aviation.  The  BLM  Carson  City  District  plan  amendment  is  under  protest  by 
the  Department  of  the  Navy  as  the  Navy  believes  it  is  in  the  interest  of  all  public  land  users  for 
the  BLM  to  permit  certain  types  of  military  activity  on  limited  public  lands.  These  military 
activities  are  discussed  in  Section  2.3.1. 

11.  Airspace-related  Issues 

a)  Comment:    The  EIS  should  include  a  clear,  concise  NEPA  strategy  for  addressing  reasonably  foreseeable 

airspace  withdrawals  and  for  how  the  Navy  intends  to  comply  with  Public  Law  99-606. 

References:    Comment  F-ll 

Response:  As  stated  in  Section  5.3,  Cumulative  Effects  Region,  the  Navy  is  preparing  a  Legislative  EIS 
(LEIS)  to  evaluate  the  environmental  effects  of  continued  military  use  of  Navy-withdrawn 
lands  in  Nevada,  as  mandated  by  PL  99-606.  The  Draft  LEIS  is  scheduled  for  release  to  the 
public  in  the  summer  of  1998.  None  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  actions  have  been 
formally  proposed.  Such  a  proposal  would  require  site-specific  NEPA  documentation. 

b)  Comment:     A  programmatic  EIS  for  all  Navy-proposed  airspace  actions  is  required  and  alternatives  should 

include  co-use  of  other  existing  military  airspace  in  the  region. 

References:    Comment  F-ll,  F-17, 13-10 

Response:  The  proposed  action  does  not  include  any  airspace  proposals.  There  is  no  requirement  in 
NEPA  for  a  programmatic  EIS.  The  proposed  action  of  this  EIS  only  considers  land 
withdrawals  related  to  training  and  safety  at  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  Under  the 
proposed  action  of  this  EIS,  no  changes  to  airspace  or  air  training  are  proposed.  Likewise, 
there  will  be  no  expansion  in  flight  activity  under  the  proposed  action.  Therefore,  the  primary 
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focus  of  the  EIS  is  on  land-based  resources  and  issues,  such  as  the  effects  of  the  withdrawal  on 
public  use  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  lands.  B-16  airspace  changes  are  independent  of  the  land 
withdrawal  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  and  are  being  handled  through  the  NEPA 
process  with  the  FAA.  If  any  airspace  actions  are  formally  proposed,  they  will  be  evaluated  in 
site-specific  NEPA  documentation. 

c)  Comment:     The  Navy  should  treat  the  public  land  withdrawal  and  airspace  expansion  in  two  mutually 

exclusive  environmental  impact  statements  instead  of  trying  to  sneak  the  airspace  expansion 

into  this  EIS. 
References:    Comments  FFFF-2,  FFFF-3 
Response:      The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  this  EIS  is  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands  around  existing 

NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  If  specific  airspace  actions  are  formally  proposed,  such  as  those 

discussed  in  Chapter  5,  they  would  be  evaluated  in  detail  in  separate  NEPA  documentation. 

d)  Comment:    Define  "strike  aircraft  rendezvous,"  "rendezvous  area,"  "jammer  axis,"  and  "stand-off  jammer" 

operations  and  what  they  entail.  Identify  what  part  of  the  Diamond  MOA  would  be  used  for 
supersonic  activity.  Identify  the  impacts  on  civilian  flight  patterns  if  an  ATCAA  was 
established  over  the  airspace.  Identify  impacts  to  the  area  below  the  Smokey  MOA  from  a  200- 
foot  AGL  ingress. 

References:    Comments  LL-21,  LL-22 

Response:  Text  has  been  added  to  define  these  terms.  The  airspace  actions  identified  in  Chapter  5  are  only 
reasonably  foreseeable,  not  proposed,  and  are  not  currently  under  formal  environmental 
review.  Specific  details  are  not  available  on  the  actions;  therefore,  only  a  broad  level  of  analysis 
can  be  provided.  If  specific  airspace  actions  are  proposed,  they  would  be  evaluated  in  detail  in 
action-specific  NEPA  documentation. 

12.  Cumulative  Impacts 

a)  Comment:    In  order  for  Congress  to  make  a  fully  informed  decision,  the  EIS  should  include  cumulative 

impacts  of  past,  present,  and  future  short-term  and  long-term  Navy  actions  on  the  human 

environment  of  central  Nevada. 
References:    Comments  B-19,  B-20 
Response:      As  discussed  in  Section  5.2,  central  Nevada  is  included  as  a  secondary  impact  area.  Section  5.8 

has  been  revised  to  include  the  cumulative  effects  of  airspace  designations  over  lands  of  Nevada. 

The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  this  EIS,  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands  around  existing 

training  ranges,  has  no  direct  impact  on  central  Nevada. 

b)  Comment:     The  EIS  should  include  central  Nevada  in  the  cumulative  impacts  section. 
References:    Comment  V-3 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  5.2,  central  Nevada  is  included  as.  a  secondary  impact  area.  Section  5.7 
of  the  Draft  EIS  described  the  potential  effects  on  central  Nevada  from  reasonably  foreseeable 
airspace  actions  at  a  level  of  detail  commensurate  with  the  level  of  detail  available  for  the 
action.  The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  this  EIS  has  no  direct  impact  on  central  Nevada. 
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c)  Comment:     The   EIS   should  include   an   expanded  analysis   of  impacts   on   local   governments   in   the 

cumulative  impacts  section. 
References:    Comment  T-l 
Response:      The  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  discussed  in  Chapter  5  are  not  formally  proposed  and  not 

detailed  enough  to  conduct  such  an  analysis. 

d)  Comment:     The  EIS  should  evaluate  the  actual  MOA  footprints,  which  according  to  information  presented 

at  the  public  hearings  are  smaller  than  the  MO  As  shown  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
References:    Comment  R-6 
Response:      The  airspace  actions  identified  in  Chapter  5  are  only  reasonably  foreseeable  and  not  yet  under 

formal  environmental  review.  Specific  details  are  not  available  on  the  actions;  therefore,  only  a 

broad  level  of  analysis  is  provided. 

e)  Comment:    The  EIS  scope  should  include  the  withdrawal  of  the  proposed  Diamond,  Duckwater,  and 

Smokey  MOAs  and  evaluate  impacts  in  Chapters  1  through  4  of  the  EIS. 

References:  Comments  Q-3,  T-ll,  T-12,  T-13,  T-14,  T-l 5,  T-42,  T-43,  T-44,  T-51,  T-88,  U-3,  LL-23,  LL-25, 
VW-2,  CCCC-1 

Response:  Under  40  CFR  1500-1508,  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations,  only  connected 
actions  need  be  addressed  in  the  same  EIS.  The  proposed  MOAs  are  not  a  connected  action 
and  are  therefore  not  addressed  in  this  EIS.  The  proposed  action  of  this  EIS  only  considers 
land  withdrawals  related  to  training  and  safety  at  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  Under  the 
proposed  action  of  this  EIS,  no  changes  to  airspace  or  air  training  are  proposed.  Likewise, 
there  will  be  no  expansion  in  flight  activity  under  the  proposed  action.  Therefore,  the  primary 
focus  of  the  EIS  is  on  land-based  resources  and  issues,  such  as  the  effects  of  the  withdrawal  on 
public  use  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  lands.  The  primary  issues  of  concern  with  a  land 
withdrawal  action  are  vastly  different  from  those  associated  with  an  airspace  establishment 
action.  Evaluating  the  actions  separately  allows  for  a  more  focused  analysis  of  potential  impacts 
from  each  action.  Furthermore,  training  that  occurs  at  the  training  ranges  is  separate  from  the 
training  that  would  occur  at  the  MOAs.  Air-to-ground  training  is  performed  at  the  training 
ranges,  while  air-to-air  training  would  be  performed  at  the  MOAs.  This  training  involves 
different  legal,  physical  (land  and  air),  and  geographical  requirements  and  would  affect  different 
regions  of  influence;  as  such,  it  is  appropriate  to  analyze  these  actions  separately. 

f)  Comment:     The  proposed  airspace  expansion  would  result  in  impacts  to  noise,  impacts  to  public  health  and 

safety  from  falling  objects  to  people  using  major  transportation  corridors,  and  impacts  to 
quality  of  life  at  currently  unaffected  areas  of  central  Nevada  and  should  be  evaluated  in  the 
EIS.  No  permanent  noise  contamination  should  be  allowed. 
References:    Comments  R-2,  T-2,  UUU-2,  YYY-1,  ZZZ-1,  DDDD-1,  PHR-5,  PHR-6 

Response:  As  stated  above,  the  proposed  action  of  this  EIS  only  considers  land  withdrawals  related  to 
training  and  safety  at  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  Under  the  proposed  action  of  this  EIS, 
no  changes  to  airspace  or  air  training  are  proposed;  therefore,  no  direct  effects  to  the  human 
environment  of  central  Nevada  would  occur.  Airspace  expansion  effects  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  5  at  a  level  of  detail  commensurate  with  the  level  of  detail  available  on  the  airspace 
expansion  action.  Effects  of  airspace  expansion  will  be  evaluated  in  detail  in  site-specific  NEPA 
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documentation  once  actions  are  formally  proposed.  Safety  risks  associated  with  falling  objects 
are  addressed  in  response  to  comment  26gggggg. 

g)  Comment:  The  proposed  airspace  expansion  would  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  wildlife,  ecosystems,  and 
the  natural  environment.  Sonic  booms  stress  wildlife. 

References:    Comments  SSS-5,  UUU-1 

Response:  The  proposed  action  of  this  ElS  only  considers  land  withdrawals  related  to  training  and  safety. 
The  airspace  actions  referenced  are  still  in  the  planning  phase;  therefore,  effects  could  be 
evaluated  only  at  a  broad  level  in  Section  5.7  of  the  EIS.  Effects  on  wildlife  and  the  natural 
environment  from  such  airspace  actions  will  be  evaluated  in  site-specific  NEPA  documentation 
when  they  are  formally  proposed.  Impacts  of  sonic  booms  on  wildlife  were  discussed  in  the 
EIS  for  the  Proposed  Supersonic  Operations  Area  and  Other  Proposed  Actions  at,  NAS  Fallon, 
Nevada,  June  1985. 

h)  Comment:  The  proposed  airspace  expansion  would  place  an  undue  burden  on  private  and  commercial 
aircraft  in  the  area.  The  effects  on  commercial  airlines  should  be  clearly  defined  in  the  EIS. 

References:    Comments  R-3,  FFFF-3,  PHR-5 

Response:  The  proposed  action  of  this  report  only  considers  land  withdrawals  related  to  training  and 
safety.  The  airspace  actions  referenced  are  still  in  the  planning  phase;  therefore,  effects  could  be 
evaluated  only  at  a  broad  level  in  the  EIS.  Effects  on  private  and  commercial  aviation  from 
such  airspace  actions  will  be  evaluated  in  site-specific  NEPA  documentation  when  they  are 
formally  proposed. 

13.  Biological  Resources  and  Water  Resources 

a)  Comment:    The  EIS  inadequately  assesses  wildlife  issues  such  as  eagle  habitat  and  rare  fish  species,  including 

tui  chub  found  on  Navy  lands  in  the  Dixie  Valley.  These  species  are  dependent  on  minimal 
disturbance  of  habitat  for  continued  existence.  In  addition,  there  is  no  mention  of  loggerhead 
shrike,  which  use  the  proposed  withdrawal  areas  during  mating  season.  The  EIS  should 
provide  specific  proposed  actions  and  assess  all  impacts,  including  impacts  from  ground 
training. 

References:    Comments  J-5,  SS-2,  MM-7,  PHR-22,  PHR-5 1 

Response:  Sensitive  species  and  habitats  such  as  tui  chub,  loggerhead  shrike,  and  eagle  habitat  are  discussed 
in  Sections  3.3.4,  3.3.5,  and  4.2.3  of  the  EIS.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.2.3,  siting  of  EW, 
TACTS,  visual  cueing  sites,  and  ground  training  areas  will  avoid  sensitive  habitats  as  identified 
by  biological  surveys  conducted  prior  to  site  construction  or  activity.  If  habitat  for  sensitive 
species  is  identified,  the  sites  or  activities  would  be  relocated. 

b)  Comment:     The  proposed  withdrawal  would  be  detrimental  to  wildlife  utilization  on  these  lands. 
References:    Comment  SSS-3 

Response:  The  analysis  in  the  EIS  concludes  that  while  some  wildlife  could  be  adversely  affected,  the 
relative  number  impacted  is  small,  habituation  is  anticipated,  and  no  sensitive  species  would  be 
affected.  Thus,  the  effects  are  not  considered  significant. 
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c)  Comment:     The  B-17  withdrawal  area  includes  33,400  acres  of  Category  A  land  encompassing  70  percent  of 

the  delineated  bighorn  sheep  habitat.  Restricted  access  to  the  five  water  developments  will 
impede  the  Division  of  Wildlife's  ability  to  manage  wildlife  in  this  area,  including  the  need  to 
perform  helicopter  surveys,  ground  surveys,  and  project  maintenance.  Impacts  on  sheep 
should  be  evaluated. 

References:    Comments  J-l,  T-98,  PHR-33,  PHR-60 

Response:  The  Navy  will  work  with  the  Division  of  Wildlife  to  provide  access  to  maintain  water 
developments  and  conduct  required  management  activities.  Therefore,  no  impacts  to  sheep  are 
expected. 

d)  Comment:     Navy  activities  could  interfere  with  chukar  brooding  at  the  shoal  site  and  Stillwater  Range 

from  July  to  September  and  with  bighorn  sheep  lambing  in  the  Louderback  Hills  during  the 
spring  months. 

References:    Comment  J-3 

Response:  As  discussed  in  "Monitoring  the  Effects  of  Military  Air  Operations  at  the  Fallon  Naval  Air 
Station"  (NDOW  1987),  chukar  brooding  would  be  sensitive  to  low-level  overflight.  No 
change  in  overflight  of  the  shoal  site  is  proposed  as  pan  of  the  proposed  action.  The  report  also 
concluded  that  aircraft  disturbances  had  little  impact  on  bighorn  sheep. 

e)  Comment:    The  Draft  EIS  does  not  address  the  effects  of  new  or  increased  ground  disturbance  or  invasion 

or  further  spread  of  noxious  weeds  and  other  exotic  species.   Mitigation  measures  necessary  to 

avoid  such  effects  should  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 
References:    Comment  M-l 
Response:      Disturbing  sites  in  this  climate  may  spread  noxious  weeds.    The  Resource  Management  Plan 

(Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS)  contains  a  noxious  weed  and  weed  control  management  program. 

The  Navy  currently  has  an  Integrated  Natural  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  management 

of  noxious  weeds  on  all  Navy  lands.    Text  to  this  effect  has  been  added  to  Section  4.2.3  of  the 

Final  EIS. 

f)  Comment:    Sheckler  Reservoir,  which  is  used  for  irrigation,  has  been  a  benefit  to  migratory  waterfowl.   A 

change  in  management  may  leave  the  reservoir  dry  or  polluted  or  even  hazardous  for  farmers 

and  waterfowl  that  use  it.    While  the  reservoir  is  not  included  in  the  Western  Hemispheric 

Shorebird  Reserve  Network,  migratory  birds  use  it  anyway. 
References:    Comments  MM-3,  MM-6,  PHF-37,  PHR-48,  PHR-50 
Response:      The  Navy  is  not  proposing  to  change  the  management  or  use  of  Sheckler  Reservoir.  The  Navy 

has  no  intention  of  draining  the  reservoir.  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  Sheckler  Reservoir 

would  not  be  withdrawn. 

g)  Comment:     The  Draft  EIS  does  not  mention  beetles,  butterflies,  bees,  moths,  toads,  squirrels,  spiders,  or 

chipmunks.    No  chaff  studies  have  mentioned  this  wildlife.    The  Draft  EIS  does  not  mention 

the  migratory  route  for  tarantulas  along  Scheelite  Mine  Road;  the  expansion  of  B-17,  use  of 

ground  troops,  and  chaff  could  be  detrimental  to  this  species. 
References:    Comments  MM-8,  MM-9 
Response:      Text  on  tarantulas  has  been  added  to  Sections  3.3.4.2  and  4.2.3  of  the  Final  EIS.    Amphibians, 

reptiles,    fish,    invertebrates    (including    butterflies    and    beetles),    and    mammals    potentially 
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occurring  on  the  withdrawn  lands  are  discussed  in  Section  3.3.3  and  presented  in  Appendix  F. 
Table  3-1  lists  sensitive  species.  All  amphibians,  reptiles,  fish,  invertebrates  (including 
butterflies  and  beetles),  and  mammals  were  considered  in  the  impact  analysis.  No  chaff  studies 
addressing  these  species  exist.  However,  chaff  has  been  dispensed  over  B-17,  which  includes  the 
Scheelite  Mine  Road  used  by  tarantulas  for  over  30  years  with  no  apparent  adverse  impact  to 
the  species. 

h)  Comment:  The  EIS  violates  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
concerning  wetlands  and  ponds  extant  on  such  Navy-acquired  lands  as  the  Turley  Ranch. 

References:    Comments  Z-2,  PHR-2 

Response:  Under  the  proposed  action  evaluated  in  this  report,  the  Navy  is  not  proposing  to  alter,  destroy, 
or  impede  habitat  values  of  any  wetlands.  The  proposed  action  would  not  affect  Turley  Ranch 
or  other  Navy-acquired  lands. 

i)  Comment:  Include  a  list  of  all  water  rights  holders  on  lands  proposed  for  withdrawal  (similar  to  Appendix 
H).  State  whether  the  state  water  master  has  been  consulted  on  this  issue. 

References :    Comment  LL- 1 1 

Response:  The  State  Engineer  was  consulted  in  the  process.  Water  rights  holders  on  Category  B  lands 
would  not  be  adversely  impacted.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.2.2,  the  Navy  will  explore  means 
to  compensate  holders  of  water  rights  on  Category  A  lands,  subject  to  Congressional 
authorization  and  appropriation. 

j)      Comment:    The  continuation  of  jet  overflights  in  the  Sheckler/Carson  Lake  area  jeopardizes  birds,  as  well 

as  pilots. 
References:    Comment  PHR-52 
Response:      The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  the  EIS  would  not  involve  any  changes  in  aircraft  flight 

operations  over  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges. 

14.  Air  Quality  and  Noise 

a)  Comment:    Noise  mapping  should  be  provided  for  each  of  the  alternatives. 
References:    Comment  A-8 

Response:  The  EIS  does  not  propose  changes  in  aircraft  flight  operations;  therefore,  the  noise  contours 
presented  in  Figure  1-6  for  ranges  B-17  and  B-19  and  in  Figure  5-4  for  B-16  represent  noise 
conditions  under  all  alternatives.  Noise  contours  for  the  proposed  change  in  flight  patterns 
around  B-16  discussed  in  Section  5.6.5  are  shown  on  Figure  5-5.  Exact  locations  for  helicopter 
activities  associated  with  integrated  air  and  ground  training  have  not  been  determined,  but 
noise  from  flyover,  peak,  and  average  event  helicopter  operations  are  provided  in  Section  3.5.4. 
As  noted  in  Table  3-4,  peak  noise  levels  greater  than  65  dBA  would  occur  at  distances  less  than 
750  feet  from  the  helicopter  flight  track. 

b)  Comment:     The  use  of  ROUTEMAP  and  NOISEMAP  to  analyze  flight  patterns  at  B-16  is  unacceptable 

and  does  not  satisfy  the  NEPA  mandate  for  the  assurance  of  "scientific  integrity"  and  "scientific 
accuracy"  under  40  CFR  1502.24.  The  Department  of  Defense  is  aware  of  the  flaws  in  these 
programs.    New  noise  analysis  tools  such  as  Assessment  System  for  Aircraft  Noise  should  be 
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used  for  analysis.  The  Department  of  Defense  should  undertake  an  updated  analysis  of  the 
expected  noise  environment  using  the  Air  Force  computer  programs  (MR-OPS  and  MR- 
NMAP)  for  predicting  noise  in  low-level  operating  areas  to  obtain  an  assessment  of  the 
expected  magnitude  of  changes  in  noise  levels  and  noise  environments. 

References:    Comment  Y-13 

Response:  Changes  in  flight  patterns  at  B-16  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  proposed  action;  the  action  will 
be  evaluated  through  NEPA  requirements  with  the  FAA.  ROUTEMAP,  NOISEMAP,  and 
other  Department  of  Defense  computers  models  are  updated  to  reflect  current  methodologies, 
and  use  of  ROUTEMAP  and  NOISEMAP  are  accepted  modeling  methods  that  meet  the 
NEPA  requirement  of  scientific  integrity. 

c)  Comment:     Identify  whether  normally  acceptable  noise  levels  are  federal,  state,  or  local  standards.   The  US 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  recognizes  Ldn  <  55  dBA  as  a  goal  for  outdoor  residential 
areas  to  protect  public  health  and  safety.  State  if  the  Navy  is  exempt  from  EPA  guidelines. 
Provide  a  basis  for  comparison  of  noise  levels  (e.g.,  70  dB  is  similar  to  a  vacuum  cleaner  at  10 
feet).  Identify  how  much  further  noise  travels  during  temperature  inversions,  which  are 
common  in  winter  months.  Identify  what  effect  temperature  inversions  would  have  on 
modeled  noise  level  contours. 

References:    Comments  LL-4,  LL-5,  LL-6 

Response:  Text  has  been  added  to  Section  3.5  to  distinguish  between  federal  and  state  standards  and  to 
show  relative  noise  levels.  The  EPA  noise  levels  are  goals,  not  mandates.  The  state  standard  for 
residential  areas  is  65  dBA.  Temperature  inversions  would  propagate  noise  over  greater 
distances.  Inversions  were  not  specifically  modeled;  rather,  average  day  conditions  were 
modeled  to  represent  conditions  present  over  most  of  the  year. 

d)  Comment:    The  discussion  of  noise  impacts  should  be  inclusive  of  all  expected  noise  impacts.     The 

Department  of  Defense  assumes  that  if  the  day-night  level  is  less  than  65  dB  then  there  will  be 
no  impact.  This  is  an  arbitrary  cutoff  for  assessing  noise  impacts.  This  levelized  measurement 
means  nothing  to  residents  who  experience  noise  episodes  rather  than  day-night  averages.  It  is 
important  to  acknowledge  that  even  at  a  decibel  level  of  55  or  less,  jet  noise  intrudes  into  the 
human  environment,  particularly  in  rural  areas. 

References:    Comment  Y-13 

Response:  The  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL)  is  the  accepted  methodology  for  assessing  long- 
term  impacts  from  aircraft  noise.  DNL  is  associated  with  annoyance  and  is  the  appropriate 
methodology  to  evaluate  various  alternatives.  The  DNL  is  not  the  noise  of  a  particular  aircraft; 
hence,  individual  events  may  at  times  be  annoying  with  potential  speech  interference.  Due.  to 
lower  background  or  ambient  noise  levels  in  rural  areas,  a  DNL  of  65  would  adversely  affect 
the  speech  patterns  of  approximately  13  percent  of  the  population.  No  changes  in  aircraft 
flight  operations  would  result  from  the  proposed  action. 

e)  Comment:     Include  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  in  Table  4-1  for  comparison. 
References:    Comments  LL-10 

Response:  Federal  and  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  shown  in  Table  3-2  of  the  EIS.  Because  the 
emissions  from  site-specific  activities  do  not  allow  for  a  direct  comparison  to  ambient  air 
quality  standards,  the  standards  have  not  been  added  to  Table  4-1. 
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15.  Cultural  Resources 

a)  Comment:     More  comprehensive  investigations  of  archeological  resources  should  be  conducted. 
References:    Comments  III-3 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  4.2.7,  all  proposed  site  developments  are  subject  to  compliance  with  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  and  with  the  procedures  set  forth  in  the  NAS  Fallon 
Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Programmatic  Agreement,  including  any  required 
archeological  surveys. 

b)  Comment:    Nuclear  test  sites  should  be  listed  on  the  National  Register  as  a  part  of  our  historical  heritage. 
References:    Comments  HH-7,  HH-9 

Response:  The  Department  of  Energy  maintains  the  authority  to  nominate  energy-related  sites  to  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

16.  Environmental  Justice 

a)  Comment:    The  change  in  aircraft  patterns  at  B-16  could  result  in  noise  problems  at  the  Walker  River 

Indian  Reservation.  The  increase  in  Naval  training  along  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation 
could  result  in  effects  on  tribal  members  even  though  the  number  of  range  operations  may 
remain  the  same.  Action  should  be  taken  in  compliance  with  Executive  Order  12898.  The 
BIA  opposes  the  change  in  flight  patterns  from  north  to  south  because  this  would  bring  high- 
speed, low-level  flights  over  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe,  which  has  already  suffered  from 
ordnance  contamination  at  B-19. 
References:  Comments  A-9  to  A-ll,  D-4,  F-5,  F-6,  F-8,  F-14,  Y-4,  II-7,  SS-3,  PHR-10,  PHR-29 
Response:  Although  the  change  in  the  run-in  line  at  B-16  would  alter  the  flight  patterns  at  B-16,  there 
would  be  no  change  in  the  number  of  aircraft  overflying  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation 
and  no  adverse  noise  impacts.  Based  on  noise  modeling  (Figure  5-5),  the  reservation  would 
experience  noise  levels  below  60  Ldn,  with  the  highest  levels  (below  60  Ldn)  along  the  sparsely 
populated  northern  border.  Given  the  high  altitude  approach  level  to  B-16,  the  fact  that  the 
designated  arming  point  is  north  of  the  reservation  boundary,  and  the  use  of  practice/inert 
ordnance  on  that  range,  the  change  in  the  run-in  line  would  not  increase  the  risk  of  off-range 
ordnance  contamination  of  the  reservation. 

b)  Comment:     The  EIS  should  include  the  percentage  of  live  ordnance  items  found  on  reservation  lands  and  an 

estimate  of  quantity  of  live  and  inert  ordnance  expected  to  be  found  on  reservation  and  non- 
reservation  lands  (and  what  the  current  lands  uses  are  if  not  part  of  the  proposed  withdrawal). 
Incorporate  into  the  project  description  a  discussion  of  how  the  Navy  will  work  with  tribal 
members  to  remove  all  live  ordnance  (see  Comment  A-15). 

References:    Comments  A-14,  A-15 

Response:  Due  to  operational  changes  and  past  ordnance  sweeps,  the  Navy  does  not  expect  current 
operations  to  generate  or  find  any  live  ordnance  on  reservation  lands.  Procedures  for  handling 
old  ordnance  discovered  as  the  result  of  sweeps  or  by  the  public  are  clearly  defined  in  NAS 
Fallon  instructions  and  considered  effective.  The  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe  is  aware  of  these 
procedures  and  has  used  them  when  necessary. 
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c)  Comment:     The  BIA  opposes  any  withdrawal  of  public  land  that  would  increase  the  size  of  the  B-19 

training  range.    The  increase  in  land  withdrawals  would  result  in  ordnance  contamination  on 

additional  reservation  lands. 
References:    Comment  D-l 
Response:      The  proposed  action  does  not  advocate  any  changes  to  aircraft  ingress  and  egress  of  B-19, 

changes  to  procedures  implemented  to  prevent  off  range  ordnance,  or  changes  in  target  area 

location.  Therefore,  the  risk  of  off-range  ordnance  occurring  at  the  Walker  River  Indian 

Reservation  would  not  increase  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action. 

d)  Comment:     Much  of  the  cumulative  impact  region,  including  the  Reese  River  Valley,  Crescent  Valley, 

Grass  Valley,  and  Bald  Mountain,  is  located  within  the  area  identified  by  the  Indians  Claim 
Commission  as  the  aboriginal  territory  of  the  Western  Shoshone.  The  Western  Shoshone  have 
stated  their  opposition  to  any  additional  military  expansion  due  to  noise  during  traditional 
ceremonies,  health  concerns,  and  degradation  of  plant  and  animal  resources  caused  by  remote 
equipment  and  materials  emitted  during  flights. 

References:    Comment  D-3 

Response:  The  areas  referred  to  in  this  comment  are  too  distant  from  the  actual  withdrawal  acreage  to  be 
reasonably  considered  as  being  impacted  by  this  action. 

e)  Comment:    The  EIS,  on  page  3-42  of  the  Draft  EIS,  does  not  address  the  potential  impacts  of  the  land 

withdrawal  on  local  (Walker  River  Paiute  and  Fallon  Paiute-Shoshone)  or  more  distant  (Yomba 

Shoshone  Tribe)  reservations.    The  EIS  does  not  discuss  the  effects  of  ground  training  in  the 

Dixie  Valley  on  the  Stillwater  area  Native  Americans. 
References:    Comments  D-5,  II-7 
Response:      The  impacts  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  will  not  have  a  measurable  impact  on  any  of  the 

environments  listed  in  this  comment.  Impacts  to  individual  resources  are  summarized  in  Table 

2-6  and  discussed  in  detail  in  Chapter  4. 

f)  Comment:    The  Navy,  as  described  in  the  Draft  EIS,  does  not  provide  for  protection  of  tribal  trust 

resources  as  required  by  law.  Nothing  in  the  Draft  EIS  indicates  that  the  Navy  consulted  with 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  or  that  the  Navy  consulted  with  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribal 
Council  regarding  its  plans  to  withdraw  B-19  for  testing  and  training  operations.  It  also  never 
held  public  meetings  on  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.  Range  Safety  Zone  A  extends 
onto  reservation  lands;  however,  the  Navy  cannot  extend  its  activities  onto  reservation  land 
without  congressional  and  tribal  consent,  which  it  has  not  obtained.  The  proposed  withdrawal 
at  B-19  does  not  protect  the  reservation  lands  from  degradation  and  interference  in  that  it 
allows  live  and  inert  ordnance  to  fall  on  reservation  lands. 

References:    Comments  W-l,  W-8 

Response:  No  changes  to  aircraft  flight  operations  at  B-19  would  result  from  the  proposed  withdrawal; 
therefore,  no  new  impacts  to  tribal  members  or  reservation  resources  would  result  from  the 
proposed  action.  Any  remaining  ordnance  found  on  reservation  land  would  continue  to  be 
handled  through  procedures  established  by  the  Tribe  and  NAS  Fallon.  Notices  on  scoping  and 
public  hearings  on  the  Draft  EIS  were  distributed  to  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe,  and  a 
meeting  was  held  in  November  of  1995  with  representatives  of  the  BIA  and  members  of 
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potentially  affected  Native  American  groups  to   discuss   how  withdrawn   lands  would   be 
managed. 

g)  Comment:  The  Navy  has  not  accepted  responsibility  for  existing  ordnance  on  off-range  lands  and  should 
clean  up  the  lands  that  have  been  contaminated.  Figures  1-3  and  1-5  inaccurately  portray  lands 
contaminated  and  likely  to  be  contaminated  by  ordnance  in  that  they  do  not  account  for  off- 
range  ordnance  that  has  fallen  on  reservation  lands.  The  Draft  EIS  does  not  indicate  whether 
the  Navy  took  steps  to  remove  ordnance  on  reservation  lands  or  whether  it  consulted  with  the 
tribe  regarding  this  issue.  Not  including  the  tribe  among  the  signatories  on  a  memorandum  of 
agreement  with  the  BLM  and  the  state  regarding  cleanup  of  off-range  ordnance  and  omitting 
the  reservation  from  cleanup  efforts  is  a  breach  of  its  trust  responsibility.  The  inability  of  the 
tribe  to  use  ordnance-contaminated  lands  may  be  an  unconstitutional  taking.  The  mitigation 
plan  in  the  Draft  EIS  should  provide  for  cleaning  up  ordnance  on  reservation  lands. 

References:    Comments  W-2,  W-8,  Y-4 

Response:  The  Navy  is  currently  working  with  the  Tribe  to  perform  ordnance  sweeps,  ordnance  retrieval, 
and  the  rendering  safe  of  any  ordnance  reported  on  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.  This 
comment  addresses  cleanup  responsibility  for  tribal  lands  contaminated  by  previous  action  and 
is  outside  of  the  scope  of  the  action  proposed  in  this  EIS. 

h)  Comment:  The  Navy  has  not  taken  sufficient  steps  to  mitigate  increased  noise  impacts  on  the  reservation. 
The  reservation  already  experiences  noise  interference  from  Navy  training,  and  withdrawing  B- 
19  will  result  in  increased  noise  from  overhead  flights.  The  Draft  EIS  does  not  present 
mitigation  to  noise  resulting  from  training  operations  at  B-19.  The  Navy  made  no  effort  to 
ascertain  whether  Navy  activities  on  B-19  will  comply  with  tribal  noise  or  other  environmental 
ordinances. 

References:    Comments  W-3,  W-8,  Y-4 

Response:  The  proposed  withdrawal  action  will  not  change  aircraft  flight  operations  in  the  vicinity  of  B- 
19.  Therefore,  the  proposed  action  will  not  create  increased  noise  levels.  However,  the  Navy 
will  conduct  noise  studies  to  verify  the  Navy's  position  that  there  are  no  significant  noise 
impacts  associated  with  existing  operations  at  B-17  and  B-19.  The  Navy  is  reviewing  the  draft 
tribal  noise  ordinances  to  determine  their  applicability  to  the  federal  government,  If  applicable, 
mitigation  measures  will  be  studied. 

i)  Comment:  The  environmental  baseline  analysis  in  Chapter  5,  Cumulative  Impacts,  is  deficient  because  it 
does  not  include  tribal  activities.  It  omits  discussion  of  potential  tribal  activities  in  the 
northern  part  of  the  reservation  that  the  tribe  cannot  use  due  to  Navy  activities.  The  cultural 
resources  assessment  appears  to  be  deficient.  The  Navy  has  a  trust  responsibility  to  conduct 
cultural  and  traditional  Native  American  use  surveys  and  to  consult  with  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  and  Native  Americans  during  the  scoping  process. 

References:    Comments  W-4,  KK.-5 

Response:  Neither  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  nor  the  proposed  airspace  restructuring  at  B-16  would 
have  any  effect  on  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe.  Section  5.6.6.4  discusses  environmental 
justice  issues  associated  with  proposed  Navy  activities.  The  land  withdrawal  would  not  involve 
any  changes  in  aircraft  operations  near  the  reservation,  and  the  B-16  airspace  restructuring 
would  not  result  in  noise  impacts  over  the  reservation,  as  discussed  in  response  to  comment 
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12e.  As  stated  above,  the  Navy  will  conduct  noise  studies  to  verify  the  Navy's  position  that 
there  are  no  significant  noise  impacts  associated  with  existing  operations  at  B-17  and  B-19.  The 
Navy  is  actively  working  with  the  Tribe  to  resolve  issues  associated  with  off-range  ordnance  on 
reservation  lands  as  discussed  in  Section  3.13.2.  Scoping  and  public  involvement  letters  were 
sent  to  representatives  of  potentially  affected  Native  American  groups  as  shown  in  Appendix  B. 
In  addition,  a  meeting  was  held  in  November  of  1995  with  representatives  of  BIA  and  members 
of  potentially  affected  Native  American  groups  to  discuss  how  withdrawn  lands  would  be 
managed. 

j)  Comment:  The  Navy  did  not  consult  with  the  Western  Shoshone  during  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS. 
Shoshone  peoples  are  not  depicted  on  maps. 

References:    Comments  X-l,  PHF-45 

Response:  Scoping  and  public  involvement  letters  were  sent  to  representatives  of  potentially  affected 
Native  American  groups  as  shown  in  Appendix  B.  In  addition,  a  meeting  was  held  in 
November  of  1995  with  representatives  of  the  BIA  and  members  of  potentially  affected  Native 
American  nations  to  discuss  how  withdrawn  lands  would  be  managed.  Shoshone  peoples  are 
not  depicted  on  maps  in  the  EIS  because  they  are  outside  the  region  that  would  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  action. 

k)  Comment:  The  reasonably  foreseeable  MOAs  would  affect  two  Western  Shoshone  communities,  Yomba 
and  Duckwater. 

References:    Comment  X-2 

Response:  If  the  airspace  expansions  are  proposed,  site-specific  environmental  documentation  would  be 
conducted  and  impacts  to  Western  Shoshone  communities  addressed.  Potential  effects  from  the 
designation  of  these  MOAs  are  discussed  in  Sections  5.7  and  5.8  of  the  EIS. 

1)      Comment:     The  proposal  unfairly  targets  rural  communities  and  individuals,  placing  a  disproportionate 

impact  on  a  population. 
References:    Comments  TL-7 
Response:      The  proposed  withdrawal  action  would  not   disproportionately   impact  any  populations. 

Individuals  of  a  population,  such  as  a  miner  with  a  claim  on  withdrawn  land,  may  be  affected, 

but  their  adversity  does  not  apply  to  all  rural  residents. 

m)    Comment:     The  Draft  EIS  states  that  Fallon  is  the  community  nearest  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  when 

the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  is  the  nearest  community. 
References:    Comment  W-5 
Response:      The  intent  of  this  statement  was  to  identify  the  populated  town  or  city  nearest  the  NAS  Fallon 

air  station.    Text  has  been  added  to  Section  3.9.1  to  identify  the  location  and  population  of 

Schurz. 

n)  Comment:  The  Draft  EIS  refers  to  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  as  if  it  were  the  Walker  River 
Paiute  Tribe.  When  referring  to  the  governing  body  operating  with  the  reservation,  reference 
should  be  made  to  the  tribe. 

References:    Comment  W-7 

Response:      The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  Final  EIS  as  requested. 

FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 

RTC-28 


Response  to  Comments 


o)     Comment:    Information  presented  to  tribal  administrators  is  not  being  shared  with  tribal  members. 

References:    Comment  PHF-44 

Response:  Pursuant  to  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  the  Navy  must  coordinate  with  the  elected 
Tribal  Counsel  and  with  the  Tribal  Chairman  with  regard  to  tribal  coordination  and 
consultation.  It  is  not  within  the  authority  of  the  Navy  to  dictate  how  the  Tribal  Chairman 
distributes  the  information. 

17.  Socioeconomics 

a)     Comment:     The  proposed  withdrawal  would  hamper  the  economic  status  of  the  local  communities  that  use 

these  lands  for  economic  gain. 
References:    Comment  SSS-3 
Response:      As  discussed  in  Sections  3.9  and  4.2.9  of  the  EIS,  the  economic  benefits  realized  from  the  lands 

proposed  for  withdrawal  are  limited.     Any  effects  would  be  within  the  historic  range  of 

variation  for  local  economies. 

18.  Mineral  Resources  and  Mining 

a)  Comment:    The  opportunity  for  discovery,  exploration,  and  development  of  mineral  resources  is  lost  with 

each  new  military  land  withdrawal.  The  military  should  limit  withdrawals  and  identify 
currently  withdrawn  lands  for  release  at  every  opportunity. 

References:    Comment  K-l 

Response:  Most  Category  A  lands  are  already  closed  to  mineral  exploration  and  development  under  a 
BLM  emergency  closure  order.  Category  B  lands  will  remain  open  to  discovery  and 
exploration  under  existing  mining  laws  but  may  be  closed  to  patenting.  Approximately 
189,000  acres  were  segregated  as  described  in  Section  3.10.  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
approximately  60,000  acres  of  this  land  would  be  removed  from  segregation  and  returned  to 
unrestricted  development  and  patenting. 

b)  Comment:     The  Navy  should  be  required  to  follow  the  same  guidelines  as  the  BLM  or  Forest  Service  in 

permitting  a  mining  operation  rather  than  reserving  the  right  to  approve  development  of 
mineral  resources. 

References:    Comment  K-4 

Response:  Mineral  exploration  on  Category  B  lands  would  be  managed  subject  to  existing  mining  laws 
(Mining  Act  of  1872,  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  Mineral  Lands  Act  for  Acquired  Lands  of 
1947).  As  discussed  in  Section  2.3.2.2,  the  Navy  is  proposing  the  right  to  approve  permits  to 
ensure  compatibility  with  military  operations.  The  authority  to  revise  existing  mining  laws 
resides  with  Congress;  revision  to  provisions  of  existing  mining  laws  has  historical  precedent 
with  other  military  land  withdrawals,  as  in  PL  99-606  Section  12  (e)  and  (f).  Examples  of 
activities  not  compatible  with  military  training  may  include  structures  over  50  feet  tall, 
depending  upon  location.  Because  of  the  geographical  sensitivity  of  compatibility 
determinations  arising  from  the  need  for  public  and  pilot  safety,  permits  have  to  be  evaluated 
on  a  case-by-case  basis. 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 

RTC-29 


Response  to  Comments 

c)  Comment:     The  Navy  should  look  at  opportunities  for  private  industry  to   develop  sand  and  gravel 

resources  that  might  benefit  the  Navy  in  local  site  construction  projects. 
References:    Comment  K-5 
Response:      The  BLM  issues  permits  for  sand  and  gravel  resources  and  would  continue  to  do  so  with  Navy 

approval  under  the  proposed  Category  B  lands. 

d)  Comment:     The  Jet  prospect  location  should  be  shown  on  Figure  3-9. 
References:    Comment  K-6 

Response:      Jet  prospects  have  been  added  to  Figure  3-9. 

e)  Comment:     The  withdrawals  east  and  southeast  of  B-17  would  place  the  Fairview  and  Slate  Mountain 

mining  districts,  areas  with  good  mineral  potential,  under  Category  A  status.  Potential 
mineralized  portions  of  B-17  should  be  placed  in  a  multiple  use  status  with  a  50-foot  height 
restriction.  Signs  posted  along  the  western  border  and  roads  could  warn  the  public  of  aircraft 
overflight.  High  mineral  potential  areas  should  be  protected  from  ordnance  contamination. 

References:    Comments  K-8,  KKK-3,  KKK-5 

Response:  The  BLM  has  issued  an  emergency  closure  for  much  of  this  land  to  protect  the  public  from  off- 
range  ordnance.  Restriction  on  operations  in  these  areas  have  been  implemented  but  cannot 
completely  protect  the  public  from  potential  off-range  ordnance.  Category  A  status  would 
afford  increased  public  protection  from  off-range  ordnance,  and  these  lands  cannot  be  opened 
to  public  uses,  particularly  uses  involving  subsurface  activity. 

f)  Comment:    The  withdrawal  east  of  B-19  would  remove  the  Holy  Cross  Mining  District  from  exploration 

and  development.   Instead,  a  portion  of  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  should  be  leased 

in  Rawhide  Wash. 
References:  Comment  KKK-2 
Response:      The  Holy  Cross  Mining  District  is  within  Category  A  lands,  which  are  currently  closed  under 

a  BLM  emergency  closure  order  for  safety  reasons.     The  withdrawal  would  ■  continue  this 

closure. 

g)  Comment:     It  is  not  clear  as  to  whether  the  Slate  mine  is  in  Category  A  footprint  south  of  B-17.   The  mine 

is  not  within  the  HAZARD  and  RAICUZ  footprint  and  no  ordnance  was  found  in  this  area. 

This  area  does  not  present  a  public  safety  danger  and  should  not  be  included  in  the  land 

withdrawal. 
References:    Comment  JJ-8 
Response:      The  Slate  mine  is  outside  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  area.     More  detailed  maps  of  the 

proposed  withdrawal  areas  have  been  included  as  Appendix  I. 

h)     Comment:    There  are  an  estimated  1,500  man-hours  spent  in  Category  B  areas  collecting  gemstones  and 

petrified  wood.  This  area  should  remain  open. 
References:    Comment  PHR-40 
Response:      As  discussed  in  Section  2.3.2.2  of  the  Draft  EIS,  Category  B  lands  would  remain  open  to  the 

public  and  would  be  managed  for  multiple  uses. 
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19.  Livestock  Grazing  and  Wild  Horse  Management 


i 


a)  Comment:     A  one-half  mile  buffer  around  all  springs  and  water  troughs  should  be  provided  because 

helicopter  landings  and  ground  training  activity  would  scare  wildlife  and  cattle  away. 
References:    Comments  WW-2,  XX-2,  PHF-21 
Response:      This  buffer  has  been  added  to  Sections  4.2.3  and  4.2.11  of  the  Final  EIS  as  a  mitigation. 

b)  Comment:    The  EIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  impact  of  ground  training  of  approximately  200 

troops  annually  on  cattle  and  their  grazing  patterns. 

References:    Comment  W-3 

Response:  The  proposed  action  does  not  include  events  of  200  ground  troops.  As  shown  on  Table  2-3,  a 
maximum  of  200  events  could  occur  annually.  An  event  is  defined  as  one  military  evolution 
lasting  from  five  minutes  to  two  hours  that  could  potentially  involve  small  numbers  (generally 
less  than  15)  of  troops,  one  or  two  vehicles,  and/or  a  helicopter.  In  reality,  far  fewer  than  200 
events  would  likely  occur;  impacts  from  this  number  are  evaluated  as  a  worst  case  scenario. 
Based  on  the  small  numbers  involved  in  a  training  event,  and  the  fact  that  a  one-half  mile  buffer 
around  all  springs  and  watering  troughs  would  be  observed,  no  impacts  to  grazing  patterns  are 
anticipated  from  the  proposed  action. 

c)  Comment:    Military  withdrawal  of  public  land  poses  a  threat  to  the  BLM's  ability  to  manage  wild  horses. 

The  Clan  Alpine  Wild  Horse  Management  Plan  is  outdated  and  not  consistent  with  federal 
regulations.  Future  problems  with  wild  horses  on  Navy  properties  and  conflicts  with  wild 
horses  are  imminent.  If  lands  are  withdrawn  the  Navy  should  amend  its  resource  management 
plan  to  provide  the  support  and  funding  to  manage  the  Clan  Alpine  herd.  This  would  require 
proper  census  and  gathers  to  achieve  the  appropriate  management  level. 

References:    Comments  1-1, 1-4, 1-5 

Response:  The  Preferred  Alternative  would  incorporate  the  very  western  tip  of  the  Clan  Alpine  Herd 
Management  Area  (less  than  one  percent  of  the  total  management  area).  The  herd  management 
areas  are  depicted  in  Figure  3-11  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  depicted  in  Figure  2-8.  Any 
overlap  of  withdrawn  lands  would  be  on  Category  B  lands.  The  movement  of  horses  and 
management  of  horses  would  not  be  impeded.  The  Navy  does  not  have  the  authority  or 
expertise  for  the  management  of  wild  horses. 

d)  Comment:    The  District  should  revise  its  plan  to  make  the  Horse  Mountain  Herd  Management  area  horse- 

free.   Wild  horses  in  the  South  Stillwater  HMA  appear  to  be  sustaining  themselves  at  carrying 

capacity. 
References:    Comments  1-2, 1-3 
Response:      The  BLM  is  responsible  for  changes  to  wild  horse  management. 

20.  Recreation,  Public  Access,  and  Visual  Resources 

a)  Comment:  The  withdrawal  areas  will  cut  off  public  vehicular  access  to  significant  amounts  of  public  land, 
including  public  lands  north  of  B-16  into  the  Dead  Camel  Mountains,  on  the  Dixie  Valley 
floor,  and  into  the  Gabbs  Valley  Range  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA),  Wonder,  and  Clan 
Alpines.  This  blockage  is  especially  serious  at  Cow  and  Deep  Canyons  and  in  areas  of  high 
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wildlife  and  historic  value.  If  this  is  not  the  Navy's  intent,  access  corridors  or  new  roads 
skirting  withdrawal  areas  should  be  provided.  If  this  is  the  Navy's  intent,  the  EIS  needs  to 
clearly  state  this.  The  Navy  has  already  limited  some  access  to  public  lands  by  closing 
previously  utilized  public  access  roads  at  B-16;  further  restriction  is  not  right  and  not  good  for 
the  general  public.  Changes  in  routing  have  caused  nearby  interest  areas  to  be  forgotten  by  the 
community;  other  parts  of  the  county  also  will  be  accessed  less  and  less  and  could  subsequently 
be  forgotten  due  to  closed  roads. 
References:  Comments  Z-2,  BB-6,  CC-2,  CC-3,  CC-4,  JJ-17,  00-3,  00-6,  RR-1,  PHF-6,  PHR-23,  PHR-34 
Response:  The  proposed  withdrawal  lands  surrounding  B-16  (except  one  section  on  the  east  side  of  B-16  as 
shown  in  Figure  2-8)  and  in  the  Dixie  Valley  would  be  Category  B  lands  and  open  to  public 
access.  It  is  the  Navy's  intent  for  Category  B  lands  to  remain  open  to  military  and  public  uses 
and  to  avoid  restriction  of  access  to  surrounding  areas  along  Dixie  Valley  Road  and  north  of  B- 
16. 

b)  Comment:    The  EIS  does  not  indicate  if  the  recently  reopened  road  following  a  gas  pipeline  east  of  B-19 

will  remain  open  if  surrounding  lands  are  withdrawn. 

References:    Comments  BB-7,  PHF-7 

Response:  Although  the  road  is  in  an  area  that  was  closed  because  of  off-range  ordnance,  the  Navy  has 
cleared  the  road  as  a  safe  transit  corridor.  A  200-foot  corridor  is  fenced  to  allow  road  access, 
and  the  road  is  swept  annually  for  off-range  ordnance.  The  road  would  remain  open  for  public 
access  under  the  proposed  land  withdrawal.  This  is  possible  because  soil-to-bedrock  conditions 
are  shallow,  which  doesn't  permit  ordnance  to  be  buried  under  the  surface.  Off-range  ordnance 
would  remain  on  the  surface  and  Would  be  easily  identified  and  collected  by  the  explosive 
ordnance  disposal  team.  In  addition,  training  operations  at  B-19  have  been  altered  to  greatly 
reduce  the  potential  for  off-range  ordnance  to  fall  in  this  corridor. 

c)  Comment:    Access  should  be  provided  on  withdrawn  lands,  including  Soda  Lake  and  the  Fairview  area. 
References:    Comments  TT-1,  IIII-2,  JJJJ-1 

Response:  Soda  Lake  is  north  of  the  Sheckler  Reservoir  and  Highway  50  and  would  not  be  impacted  by 
the  action  in  any  way.  In  the  Fairview  area  where  lands  are  proposed  for  withdrawal,  public 
access  cannot  be  permitted  south  of  Highway  50  due  to  public  safety  hazards.  Those  lands 
north  of  Highway  50  are  designated  as  Category  B  lands  and  will  remain  open  to  public  access. 

d)  Comment:     The  proposed  withdrawal  would  halt  continuous  access  for  recreation. 
References:    Comment  SSS-3 

Response:  Recreational  access  would  only  be  denied  on  Category  A  lands.  Recreational  opportunities  on 
these  lands  are  currently  restricted  by  the  BLM.  No  restrictions  on  access  on  Category  B  lands, 
including  along  Dixie  Valley  Road,  would  occur  except  at  small  fenced  EW  sites.  These  sites 
would  number  fewer  than  five  and  would  be  dispersed  so  as  not  to  hinder  all  access  to  an  area. 

e)  Comment:     There  appears  to  be  an  ongoing  pattern  of  closing  a  one  to  two  mile  stretch  of  road  barely 

within  the  borders  of  the  withdrawal  area.  Documentation  supporting  a  public  safety  need  for 
these  closures  was  weak  or  nonexistent.  It  seems  that  borders  were  established  precisely  to 
include  those  roads  and  prevent  the  public  from  accessing  large  tracts  of  land.  The  BLM  must 
want  to  keep  people  off  or  the  Navy  must  want  to  keep  its  borders  safe  from  US  citizens. 
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References:    Comments  JJ-1,  JJ-2,  JJ-3 

Response:  The  Navy  intends  to  close  no  roads  except  those  in  Category  A  lands  that  are  already  closed 
due  to  off-range  ordnance.  No  roads  will  be  closed  in  areas  designated  Category  B. 

f)  Comment:    Bell  Canyon  Road,  Bell  Flat  Road,  and  Slate  Mountain  Road  are  located  on  Category  A  land 

surrounding  B-17.  Ordnance  was  found  on  Bell  Canyon  Road  and  it  is  in  the  HAZARD 
footprint  and  should  be  closed.  Bell  Flat  Road  and  Slate  Mountain  Road  were  not  found  to 
contain  ordnance  nor  were  they  identified  in  the  HAZARD  study  as  areas  of  potential 
ordnance  contamination.  The  roads  run  no  more  than  one-half  mile  within  the  withdrawal 
boundary.  These  small  sections  of  land,  which  present  no  danger  to  the  public,  should  be  given 
up  or  the  fence  run  east  and  north  of  the  roads,  respectively. 

References:    Comment  JJ-8 

Response:  Bell  Flat  and  Slate  Mountain  Roads  are  located  in  areas  defined  by  the  HAZARD  footprint 
(Figure  1-3)  and  therefore  will  be  closed  to  public  access.  Local  BLM  policy  is  that  roads  must 
be  100  percent  safe  from  off-range  ordnance.  With  the  exception  of  the  gas  pipeline  road 
located  east  of  B-19,  the  Navy  cannot  guarantee  these  roads  are  100  percent  free  of  hazards. 

g)  Comment:    Diamond  Field  Jack  Wash  Road  runs  for  approximately  two  miles  east  of  B-19  one-half  mile 

inside  the  Category  A  withdrawal  boundary.  Ordnance  sweeps  did  not  take  place  on  this  road 
though  the  area  was  identified  as  containing  ordnance  (Figure  3-13  and  1-5).  The  road  was  not 
identified  in  the  HAZARD  study  as  an  area  of  potential  ordnance  contamination.  This  small 
section  of  land,  which  presents  no  danger  to  the  public,  should  be  given  up  or  the  fence  run  on 
both  sides  of  the  road.  The  alternative  route  to  this  road  is  very  rugged  and  not  easily 
traversed. 

References:    Comment  JJ-9 

Response:  Local  BLM  policy  is  that  roads  must  be  100  percent  safe  from  off-range  ordnance.  The  Navy 
cannot  guarantee  these  roads  are  100  percent  free  of  hazards. 

h)  Comment:  It  appears  that  the  withdrawal  north  of  B-16  will  include  part  of  the  Sheckler  Reservoir  Dam 
Road.  Identify  if  this  road  will  be  closed  and  if  the  Navy  will  maintain  it.  In  addition  to 
accessing  the  lake,  this  road  is  the  jumping  off  point  for  access  to  Red  Mountain  and  the  Nipple 
and  the  only  reasonably  close  remaining  road  into  the  Dead  Camel  Mountains.  The  primary 
access  to  Red  Mountain  and  the  Nipple,  located  in  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  withdrawal, 
is  only  one-quarter  to  one-half  mile  inside  the  withdrawal  boundary.  If  closed,  the  most  used 
access  to  these  areas  would  be  cut  off.  This  small  section  of  land,  which  constitutes  no  danger 
to  the  public,  should  not  be  included  in  the  withdrawal. 

References:    Comment  JT-10 

Response:  The  land  withdrawal  north  of  B-16  does  not  include  Sheckler  Reservoir  Dam  Road.  Due  to 
seasonal  fluctuations  in  the  reservoir  water  level,  parts  of  the  reservoir  may  fall  within  the 
Category  B  lands.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Navy  to  prevent  access  to  the  reservoir.  All  lands 
north  of  B-16  will  be  designated  as  Category  B  lands  and  no  roads  will  be  impacted. 
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i)  Comment:  The  roads  east  of  B-16  are  on  Category  B  lands  and  should  therefore  remain  open  for  public 
use.  The  Pony  Express  Route/Simpson  Road  was  fenced  and  gated  in  the  1953  withdrawal. 
The  road  is  located  on  the  southeastern  point  of  the  range  in  a  one-eighth  square  mile  area. 
With  the  new  withdrawal,  two  miles  of  road  will  come  under  Navy  control.  No  live  ordnance 
was  found  or  predicted  in  this  area,  and  the  Navy  should  remove  all  of  the  Pony  Express  Route 
out  of  Navy  control.  The  Sam  Springs  Wash  Road  falls  within  the  outermost  corner  of  the 
withdrawal  area.  This  road  should  also  not  be  included  in  the  withdrawal. 

References :    Comment  JJ- 1 1 

Response:  The  roads  on  Category  B  lands  east  of  B-16  will  remain  open  to  public  access.  Navy  maps  and 
the  map  provided  by  the  National  Park  Service  do  not  indicate  that  the  Pony  Express  Trail 
crosses  B-16.  The  land  withdrawal  will  not  affect  use  of  the  Pony  Express  Trail. 

j)  Comment:  The  roads  north  of  Highway  50  in  the  Dixie  Valley  area  are  Category  B  and  therefore  should 
remain  open  to  the  public.  The  Navy  plans  to  put  EW,  TACTS,  and  visual  cueing  devices 
along  the  roads  in  the  valley.  The  Draft  EIS  says  that  access  across  these  sites  will  not  be 
permitted;  nothing  in  the  Draft  EIS  says  that  these  sites  will  not  be  placed  on  existing  roads  and 
trails.  The  La  Plata  Canyon  Road  is  located  in  the  heart  of  the  Dixie  Valley  withdrawal.  It  is 
likely  that  the  public  will  avoid  using  the  road  due  to  Navy  developments;  the  Navy  should 
mitigate  the  appearance  by  making  the  road  and  signs  more  user  friendly  and  by  keeping  EW 
and  TACTS  off  the  road.  Eleven  Mile  Canyon  Road  is  the  northern  boundary  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  If  it  is  closed  to  public  use,  it  will  make  getting  to  some  areas  of  the  eastern 
Stillwaters  impossible.  There  are  approximately  15  roads  and  trails  east  of  the  panhandle;  if  an 
EW  or  TACTS  site  were  placed  on  each  road,  the  roads  could  all  be  cut  off.  EW  and  TACTS 
should  be  kept  off  these  roads  and  trails. 

References:    Comment  JJ- 12 

Response:  Roads  on  Category  B  lands,  including  roads  in  the  Dixie  Valley,  would  remain  open  to  public 
access.  Navy  developments  will  not  be  sited  so  as  to  block  existing  roads  and  trails,  though 
developments  may  be  sited  near  existing  roads  and  power  lines  to  limit  disturbance  of 
additional  land. 

k)  Comment:  The  Draft  EIS  does  not  mention  the  following  activities  regularly  undertaken  by  local 
residents— four-wheeling,  motorcross,  motorcycling,  visiting  mines  and  ghost  towns,  snow 
sports,  lion  hunting,  boating,  swimming,  bird  watching,  flora,  fossil,  and  arrowhead  collecting, 
insect  collecting,  pine  nut  gathering,  woodcutting,  and  rock  collecting.  The  Draft  EIS  states 
that  the  number  of  users  of  the  Dixie  Valley  area  is  not  very  high,  but  does  not  mention  that 
the  percentage  of  locals  who  use  the  area  is  high.  The  statement  that  the  same  recreational 
opportunities  are  available  elsewhere  in  the  region  is  not  true  to  the  locals.  Public  interest  has 
built  a  wealth  of  information  about  local  sites  that  appeal  to  specialized  interests. 

References:    Comments  JJ-15.JJ-16 

Response:  With  the  exception  of  up  to  five  fenced  EW  sites  and  the  limited  nature  of  integrated  air  and 
ground  training,  recreational  activities  on  Category  B  lands  will  not  be  impacted  and  the  lands 
will  remain  open  to  public  use.  Activities  cited  in  the  comment  but  not  included  in  the  Draft 
EIS  have  been  added  to  Section  3.12  of  the  Final  EIS.  No  data  on  recreational  usage  numbers 
are  kept  by  the  BLM. 
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1)  Comment:  Din  roads,  which  are  important  to  county  residents,  are  barely  mentioned  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
The  statement  that  the  impacts  to  roads  are  immitigable  was  unresponsive.  The  Draft  EIS  did 
not  point  out  that  county  highways,  US  50E/W,  US  95N/S,  and  State  Routes  361,  839,  and 
121  extend  five  miles  north,  eight  miles  south,  15  miles  east,  and  15  miles  west  of  Fallon;  there 
are  no  other  paved  roads  in  the  county.  The  remaining  87.2  percent  of  the  county  can  only  be 
accessed  by  dirt  roads  and  trails,  which  create  a  vast  transportation  network  for  miners, 
ranchers,  and  recreationists.  The  Draft  EIS  suggests  limited  use  and  limited  usefulness  for  these 
roads,  which  is  not  the  case.  The  statement  that  only  minor  roads  would  be  affected  is 
misleading;  Churchill  County  is  primarily  accessed  by  minor  roads.  Identifying  alternative 
routes  as  mitigation  only  works  in  valleys  and  open  areas;  alternative  routes  through  mountain 
ranges  or  canyons  may  not  be  feasible,  preventing  access  to  these  areas. 

References:    Comment  JJ-18 

Response:  The  Navy  recognizes  the  importance  of  these  roads  and  trails,  and  they  will  remain  open  to 
public  use  on  Category  B  lands. 

m)  Comment:  The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  mention  the  hunting  and  trapping  of  fur-bearing  mammals.  Hunting 
conflicts  could  occur  at  the  shoal  site  from  October  through  December,  at  the  Stillwater  Range 
from  August  to  November,  in  the  Clan  Alpines  from  August  through  November. 

References:    Comments  J-3,  BB-1,  PHF-2,  PHR-60 

Response:  Text  has  been  added  to  Section  3.12  of  the  Final  EIS  to  reflect  the  popularity  of  hunting  and 
trapping  of  fur-bearing  animals.  This  activity  will  not  be  affected  on  Category  B  lands. 

n)  Comment:  The  conflicts  of  uses  of  and  access  to  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail  are  not  assessed 
in  the  EIS.  The  trail  is  now  and  will  continue  to  be  impacted  by  Navy  activity.  There  is  a 
severe  restriction  of  public  access  for  miles  of  the  trail.  The  historic  corridor  is  presently  off 
limits  due  to  off-range  ordnance,  which  should  be  cleared  as  mitigation  for  withdrawal.  If  the 
corridor  and  historic  trail  resources  including  the  historic  landscape  are  off-limits,  then  an 
alternative  way  needs  to  be  provided  for  visitors  to  experience  the  trail.  The  Navy  should 
reassess  the  continued  closure  of  the  trail  corridor  and  resources  of  the  Pony  Express  trail  and 
give  consideration  to  assuring  continued  access  and  safe  passage  and  adequate  marking  along  the 
trail.  A  long-range  management  plan  that  identifies  significant  trail  resources  and 
recommendations  is  underway  through  the  Denver  Center  of  the  National  Park  Service.  The 
trail  corridor  across  Nevada  is  a  significant  part  of  the  Pony  Express  Trail. 

References:    Comments  C-l,  C-2,  C-3,  C-4,  C-5,  AA-1,  AA-2,  AA-3,  PHR-43 

Response:  It  is  not  the  Navy's  intention  to  now  or  in  the  future  restrict  access  of  the  Pony  Express 
National  Historic  Trail.  Based  on  best  available  information,  the  trail  does  not  cross  the 
existing  training  ranges  and  would  only  possibly  cross  Category  B  lands,  which  would  remain 
open  for  public  access.  Several  different  maps  depict  the  trail  as  running  alongside  Highway  50. 

o)     Comment:     Low-flying  aircraft  are  detrimental  to  the  experience  and  attitude  of  the  re-enactment  of  the 

Pony  Express  Trail  ride. 
References:    Comment  AA-1 
Response:      As  the  proposed  action  is  a  land  withdrawal  action  and  does  not  involve  changes  in  aircraft 

operations,  no  new  impacts  to  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail  would  result  from  the 
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proposed  action.  However,  text  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS  to  state  that  if  there  is  one 
large  planned  event  per  year,  the  Navy  will  work  with  trail  personnel  to  alter  flight  activities 
during  the  event  if  compatible  with  training  needs  at  the  given  time. 

p)  Comment:  All  of  the  alternatives  except  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  seriously  impair  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  in  the  Dixie  Valley  and  in  the  40  Mile  Desert  within  the  meaning  of  the  FLPMA 
Section  603,  102a,  and  201a.  The  Preferred  Alternative  borders  the  eastern  boundary  of  Job 
Peak.  The  other  alternatives  intrude  into  Job  Peak  and  violate  the  nonimpairment  guidelines 
and  statutes  of  FLPMA  Section  603.  Failure  to  mention  the  Job  Peak  WSA  makes  the  EIS 
generic  under  NEPA.  The  EIS  should  include  impacts  on  the  Stillwater,  Clan  Alpine,  and 
Desatoyas. 

References:    Comments  Z-l,  PHR-32,  PHR-38 

Response:  The  Job  Peak  WSA  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Sections  3.8  and  4.2.8.  Under  the  Navy's  Preferred 
Alternative,  the  withdrawal  would  not  include  the  WSA.  Under  the  proposed  action,  no  new 
activities  are  planned  in  the  Stillwater,  Clan  Alpine,  and  Desatoya  ranges. 

q)     Comment:    The  Draft  EIS  should  not  state  that  recreation  loss  cannot  be  compensated.  This  is  not  the  case 

and  is  not  a  responsible  position  for  the  Navy  to  take. 
References:    Comments  T-69, 11-11 
Response:      There  are  no  means  of  compensating  lost  recreational  opportunities  on  Category  A  lands. 

Recreational  opportunities  are  available  nearby  with  similar  or  higher  values,  but  the  option 

value  of  use  is  foregone. 

r)  Comment:  The  withdrawal  area  north  of  B-16  appears  to  cross  the  embankment  of  Sheckler  Dam.  If  so, 
access  should  be  provided  so  that  personnel  from  the  State  Engineer's  office  will  be  able  to 
perform  periodic  inspections  of  the  dam.  If  Alternative  I  is  chosen,  the  State  Engineer's  office 
assumes  the  Navy  will  assume  responsibility  for  safe  operations  and  future  maintenance  of  the 
dam. 

References:    Comment  G-2 

Response:  Under  all  of  the  alternatives,  land  withdrawn  north  of  B-16  would  be  designated  Category  B 
and  would  therefore  be  open  to  public  access. 

s)      Comment:     Visual  resource  analysis  is  based  on  actual  existing  visual  environment,  rather  than  "perceived" 
environment.  Delete  "perceived." 
References:    Comment  B-58 
Response:      Text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 

t)      Comment:     Define  "casual  exploration." 
References:    Comment  B-59 
Response:       The  word  "casual"  has  been  deleted. 
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21,  Public  Health  and  Safety 


a)     Comment: 


References: 
Response: 


Provide  additional  details  on  accident  probabilities  to  make  the  information  meaningful.    If 
there  is  risk  of  accidental  dropping  of  ordnance,  explain  what  it  is.    Quantify  the  likelihood  of 
accidental  drops  in  armed  overflight  areas. 
Comments  A-4,  B-25,  B-27,  LL-15 

The  probabilities  referenced  were  obtained  from  the  Special  Nevada  Report  (SAIC  199i)  and 
are  for  military  aviation  in  general,  not  specific  to  NAS  Fallon.  Data  from  the  Naval  Safety 
Center  indicates  that  incidents  at  NAS  Fallon  have  occurred  where  ordnance  and  racks  have 
fallen  off  aircraft  due  to  premature  release  or  other  aircraft  malfunctions.  It  is  not  possible  to 
quantify  the  probability  of  such  events.  Hence,  the  Navy  has  identified  Range  Safety  Zone  B, 
the  area  of  armed  overflight,  where  such  events  are  most  likely  to  occur  should  they  occur. 
RSZ  B  is  shown  on  Figure  1-4  (B-16)  and  Figure  1-6  (B-17  and  B-19)  in  the  EIS.  Between  1989 
and  1996,  there  were  18  mishaps  associated  with  NAS  Fallon  operations.  Nine  of  the  mishaps 
occurred  on  the  air  station  and  nine  occurred  on  the  training  ranges  or  on  public  or  private 
land.  No  civilians  were  involved  in  any  of  the  mishaps. 


b)  Comment:    Clarify  if  movement  of  ground  troops  and  equipment  through  the  proposed  Dixie  Valley 

corridor  will  result  in  contamination  within  or  adjacent  to  the  corridor  that  could  result  in 

additional  withdrawals. 
References:    Comment  K-3 
Response:      Activities  within  the  Dixie  Valley  would  not  involve  the  delivery  of  live  or  practice/inert 

ordnance  or  other  health  hazards  that  could  result  in  future  land  safety  withdrawals.  No  small 

arms  weapons  or  other  ordnance  will  be  fired  on  withdrawn  lands;  use  of  ordnance  and 

ammunition  is  authorized  only  on  existing  training  ranges. 

c)  Comment:    The  use  of  inert  ordnance  at  B-16  will  result  in  the  release  of  titanium  tetrachloride.  The  Draft 

EIS  does  not  fully  describe  the  possible  release,  the  potential  for  off-range  contamination,  or 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  use  of  titanium  tetrachloride,  including  but  not  limited 
to  ground,  air,  and  water  contamination,  impacts  to  human  health,  and  impacts  to  wildlife.  If 
the  chemical  composition  includes  vanadium,  identify  the  potential  health  and  environmental 
risks. 

References:    Comments  Y-12,  PFTF-17 

Response:  Inert  ordnance  contains  trace  amounts  of  titanium  tetrachloride.  Upon  explosion,  the  titanium 
tetrachloride  contained  within  the  inert  ordnance  is  exposed  to  the  air.  The  compound  quickly 
degrades  into  titanium  dioxide,  a  compound  approved  for  household  use  and  commonly  found 
in  white  paint  and  cosmetic  opacifiers,  and  hydrogen  chloride,  which  in  turn  degrades  into 
sodium  chloride,  or  table  salt,  and  water  in  an  alkaline  desert  environment.  Dry  titanium 
tetrachloride  is  not  corrosive  and  cannot  be  absorbed  through  the  skin.  Inhalation  of  the 
substance  on  the  B-16  range  is  highly  unlikely  given  its  rapid  degradation  and  the  quick 
degradation  of  its  by-products  in  the  alkaline  desert  environment.  Titanium  tetrachloride  will 
react  violently  when  exposed  to  water  and  is  corrosive  when  combined  with  water;  however, 
the  exothermic  reaction  will  not  generate  sufficient  heat  to  start  any  fires.  The  reaction  is 
dependent  upon  the  amounts  of  titanium  tetrachloride  and  water,  but  with  the  trace  amounts 
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d)     Comment: 

References: 
Response: 


of  titanium  tetrachloride  in  the  inert  ordnance  used  at  NAS  Fallon  and  considering  its  rapid 
degradation,  the  reaction  would  last  mere  seconds.  The  hydrogen  chloride  by-product  of  an 
exothermic  reaction  is  likewise  quickly  dissipated  into  the  environment.  The  contamination  of 
soil  and  ground  water  are  unlikely  given  its  quick  degradation  upon  contact  with  the  ground 
and  the  surrounding  desert  environment.  Impacts  to  humans  and  wildlife  also  are  unlikely 
given  the  quick  degradation  of  the  compound  within  the  desert  environment.  Vanadium  is  a 
by-product  of  uranium  mining  and  is  not  contained  within  the  inert  ordnance  used  on  B-16. 
The  proposed  action  is  the  withdrawal  of  lands  surrounding  existing  training  ranges  for  range 
safety  and  training  purposes.  No  changes  in  existing  operations  would  result  from  the  proposed 
action,  and  the  size  of  the  impact  areas  would  not  increase.  Therefore,  the  potential  exposure 
to  off-range  ordnance  or  any  contamination  from  inert  ordnance  would  be  reduced. 

B-16  is  on  higher  ground  than  Fallon  and  flooded  in  January  1997.    A  ground  water  study  of 

this  area  should  be  conducted  to  check  for  heavy  metal  contamination. 

Comments  MM-5,  PHR-49 

As  stated  above,  the  proposed  action  evaluated  in  the  EIS  is  the  withdrawal  of  lands  around  the 

existing  training  ranges  for  range  safety  and  training  purposes.  No  changes  to  existing  training 

operations  at  the  ranges,  such  as  ordnance  delivery,  would  result  from  the  proposed  action.  As 

such,  no  contamination  would  result  from  the  proposed  action. 


e)  Comment:  The  Draft  EIS  should  discuss  the  potential  health  and  safety  impacts  to  Highway  50  travelers 
north  of  B-17  and  south  of  the  Dixie  Valley  area.  It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the  HAZARD 
footprint,  using  statistical  probability,  conveniently  follows  the  boundary  of  the  road. 

References:    Comment  LL-14 

Response:  Training  at  B-17  has  been  revised  so  as  to  contain  the  HAZARD  footprint  to  below  Highway 
50.  In  addition,  the  limited  number  of  historical  incidents  associated  with  this  area,  probably 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  highway  is  a  readily  identifiable  landmark,  supports  the  defined 
boundaries  of  the  HAZARD  area.  Appendix  D  provides  the  methodology  of  the  HAZARD 
analysis. 


f)      Comment: 


References: 
Response: 


The  need  for  flexibility  and  rapidly  changing  technology  are  not  valid  reasons  for  the  land 
withdrawal  because  the  land  withdrawal  represents  a  permanent  consequence.    Technologies 
are  changing  so  fast  that  it  appears  that  they  are  not  adequately  tested  for  public  health  and 
safety  effects  prior  to  implementation. 
Comments  NN-6,  NN-7 

The  need  for  the  land  withdrawal  is  explained  in  Section  1.4  of  the  EIS.  The  training  ranges 
were  established  in  1953;  no  other  land-based  changes  for  training  have  occurred  prior  to  this 
proposed  action.  The  Department  of  Defense  tests  and  evaluates  new  technology  during  the 
development  process.  These  tests  are  conducted  on  specific  test  and  evaluation  ranges.  NAS 
Fallon  is  not  a  test  and  evaluation  range. 


g)     Comment:     If  off-range  ordnance  areas  are  too  dangerous  for  the  public,  then  they  are  too  dangerous  for 
military  use. 
References:    Comment  PHR-70 
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Response:  The  BLM  has  determined  that  public  access  is  not  appropriate  on  lands  identified  as  containing 
off-range  ordnance.  Given  the  limited  nature  of  ground  training  activities,  the  experience  of 
Navy  personnel  in  identifying,  avoiding,  or  handling  off-range  ordnance,  and  annual  sweeps  of 
off-range  ordnance  areas,  integrated  air  and  ground  training  may  be  conducted  on  these  lands. 

22.  Off-range  Ordnance 


I 
1 

0 

I 


a)  Comment:     Undetonated  bombs  are  few  and  far  between  on  the  ranges. 
References:    Comment  HHH-3 

Response:      Any  unexploded  ordnance  poses  a  hazard  to  public  safety. 

b)  Comment:     The  Navy  should  have  to  clean  up  areas  of  unexploded  ordnance  before  they  withdraw  any 

other  lands.  The  Navy  should  clean  up  areas  of  identified  moderate  and  high  mineral  potential. 

The  contention  that  a  cleanup  cannot  be  accomplished  is  an  insult  to  everyone's  intelligence. 
References:    Comments  K-9,  NN-2,  NN-8,  00-7,  HHH-4,  PHR-69 
Response:      As  discussed  in  Sections  1.4.3.3  and  3.13,  Off-range  Ordnance  Sweeps  and  Public  Health  and 

Safety,  respectively,  the  Navy  has  performed  and  continues  to  perform  surface  sweeps  of  these 

areas.    However,  technology  is  not  currently  available  to  economically  and  reliably  remove  all 

subsurface  unexploded  ordnance. 

c)  Comment:    Despite  what  is  said  in  the  EIS,  there  are  no  assurances  that  target  areas  will  not  be  increased 

with  the  expansion  of  the  ranges,  leading  to  additional  off-range  ordnance  incidents  and  future 
land  withdrawals  for  safety  buffers.    Reasonable  safeguards  should  be  included  in  the  final 
alternative  to  prevent  expanding  contamination  as  well  as  provisions  holding  the  Navy 
accountable. 
References:    Comments  K-2,  Z-3,  R-7,  T-21,  HH-11,  NN-2,  00-7,  PHR-8,  PHR-69 

Response:  The  targets  will  remain  in  the  current  ranges  as  established  in  1953  and  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  HAZARD  footprint.  Substantial  investment  has  been  made  in  the  development  of  these 
target  areas,  and  no  change  in  their  use  is  proposed  or  would  benefit  training.  The  current 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the  Navy,  BLM,  and  State  of  Nevada  provides  for  regular 
sweeps  of  areas  that  have  been  affected  by  off-range  ordnance.  This  provision  would  continue 
to  apply  after  the  withdrawal. 

d)  Comment:    Much  of  the  Slate  Range,  which  has  a  high  wildlife  value,  will  be  Category  A  and  closed  to  the 

public.  The  HAZARD  methodology  footprint  shows  this  as  a  potential  ordnance  area  but  the 
ordnance  sweeps  found  no  ordnance  there.  This  seems  to  contradict  the  accuracy  of  the 
footprint.  Some  Category  A  documents  show  no  existing  off-range  ordnance  and  none 
predicted  to  fall. 

References:    Comments  BB-8,  JJ-4,  PHF-8 

Response:  The  HAZARD  report,  discussed  in  Section  1.4.3.1,  predicts  a  public  safety  concern  for  almost 
all  Category  A  lands  south  of  B-17  (area  of  the  Slate  Range)  as  shown  on  Figure  1-3  of  the  EIS. 
In  discussions  with  the  BLM,  the  small  area  of  remaining  unaffected  withdrawal  lands  would  be 
managed  under  Category  A  for  consistent  management  of  the  area  around  B-17. 
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e)  Comment:     The  text  and  maps  do  not  match  the  size  and  shape  of  the  inert  ordnance  area.    The  Draft  EIS 

discusses  1,920  acres  (three  square  miles)  belonging  to  the  BLM  (the  shaded  area  within  the 
striped  area  in  Figure  1-5).  That  shaded  area  is  two,  not  three,  square  miles  on  the  rest  of  the 
maps.  Either  way,  the  border  would  be  one  or  two  miles  from  the  reservoir.  However,  one  of 
the  figures  says  that  12,180  BUREC  areas  and  24,464  BLM  acres  were  contaminated.  That  is 
19,  not  three,  square  miles.  Additionally,  if  the  number  is  12,180  acres,  the  BLM  shading 
should  be  twice  the  BUREC  shading.  Instead  only  5,760  BUREC  acres  are  shown  as 
contaminated. 

References:    Comment  JJ-21 

Response:  Figure  1-5  identifies  three  square  miles  of  BLM-administered  land  around  the  B-16  training 
range  that  contain  practice/inert  ordnance— two  square  miles  north  of  B-16  and  one  square  mile 
east  of  B-16.  The  24,464  acres  of  BLM  land  identified  as  containing  off-range  ordnance  include 
these  three  square  miles  (1,920  acres)  of  land  around  B-16  and  22,544  acres  of  land  around  the  B- 
17  and  B-19  training  ranges.  The  12,180  acres  of  BUREC-administered  land  containing 
practice/inert  ordnance  are  north  of  B-16  and  are  depicted  by  cross-hatching  on  Figure   1-5. 

f)  Comment:     There  appears  to  be  no  public  safety  reason  for  withdrawing  lands  north  of  B-16.   All  off-range 

ordnance  is  inert,  which  poses  virtually  no  threat  to  the  public  as  evidenced  by  years  of  public 
use  without  incident.  Nevertheless,  the  Navy  included  the  1,920  acres  of  inert  BLM  land  in  its 
closure  order.  The  BUREC,  when  contacted,  declined  to  have  its  nine  square  miles  of  inert 
ordnance-contaminated  land  closed.  There  is  no  explanation  for  why  the  BLM  wants  its  lands 
closed  while  BUREC  did  not.  It  can  only  be  assumed  that  the  BUREC  knew  what  inert  meant 
while  the  BLM  did  not. 

References:    Comments  JJ-22,  JJ-23,  JJ-25 

Response:      The  action  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  analysis. 

23.  Chaff 

a)  Comment:    The  Navy  should  implement  the  use  of  biodegradable  chaff.     The  EIS  should  discuss  the 

dispersion  pattern  of  chaff,  the  estimated  areas  involved,  and  whether  chaff  disperses  on  lands 
outside  the  ranges  and  buffer  zones.  The  EIS  should  disclose  how  many  chaff  bundles  are  to  be 
dispersed  in  each  proposed  withdrawal  area. 

References:    Comments  A-12,  A-13,  A-17,  B-19,  HH-11 

Response:  Subsection  Chaff  and  Flares  within  Sections  2.3.1  and  4.1.13  discuss  dispersion  and  areas 
affected,  which  are  primarily  the  Dixie  Valley  and  B-17.  The  Navy  is  investigating  the  use  of 
degradable  chaff.  The  use  of  chaff  in  training  is  an  ongoing  activity  at  NAS  Fallon;  no  change 
in  chaff  use  is  proposed  under  the  proposed  action. 

b)  Comment:     The  EIS  should  include  a  discussion  of  how  environmental  conditions  and  aluminum  size  and 

shape  affect  the  oxidation  period  of  aluminum- chaff;  a  description  of  the  composition  of  a 
standard  chaff  bundle;  and  an  estimate  of  the  time  necessary  for  complete  or  near-complete 
oxidation  of  chaff.     The  EIS  should  disclose  what  becomes  of  the  dipoles  after  aluminum 
oxidation  and  stearic  acid  degradation. 
References:    Comments  A-16,  A-17,  B-19 
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Response:  Studies  that  address  these  issues  are  incorporated  by  reference  as  discussed  in  Sections  2.3.1, 
4.1.3,  and  4.2.1.  The  US  Air  Force  recently  completed  a  comprehensive  study  on  chaff. 
Results  of  this  study  are  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS. 

c)  Comment:    The  EIS  should  include  a  more  detailed  description  of  visual  impacts  of  chaff. 
References:    Comments  A-18,  B-19 

Response:  Section  4.2.6  provides  an  analysis  of  visual  impacts  of  chaff.  Additional  text  has  been  added 
based  on  the  US  Air  Force  study. 

d)  Comment:     The  Draft  EIS  states  that  the  use  of  chaff  does  not  significantly  impact  health  and  safety,  yet  it 

is  well  known  that  no  studies  of  human  health  impacts  have  ever  been  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  Defense.  Other  Department  of  Defense  documents  state  that  crystalline  silica  is 
a  potential  human  carcinogen;  surface  feeding  wildlife  may  consume  chaff,  which  would  pass 
through  their  digestive  systems  or  form  compacted  pellets  in  the  gizzard;  more  research 
concerning  chaff  is  needed,  especially  concerning  the  behavior  of  chaff  in  anaerobic  or  acidic 
conditions  found  in  wetlands;  litter  and  debris  detract  from  the  naturalness  and  impact 
Wilderness  Study  Areas;  glass  and  carbon  and  likely  iron  fibers  deposited  on  soils  are 
susceptible  to  resuspension,  thus  there  is  a  potential  risk  of  fiber  inhalation;  hypothesized 
effects  of  chaff  on  wildlife  include  disruption  of  feeding,  behavior  of  ingestion,  toxicity,  and 
inflammatory  response  in  the  respiratory  system;  and  pyrotechnic  chaff  is  considered  a 
munition  because  it  uses  an  explosive  charge  to  disperse  the  chaff  upon  release.  Lack  of 
documentation  of  chaff  effects  will  no  longer  be  accepted  as  a  claim  of  no  impact. 

References:    Comments  Y-ll,  HH-11,  LL-9 

Response:  The  Navy's  position  based  on  experience  and  best  available  data  is  that  chaff  poses  no  hazard  to 
public  health,  wildlife,  or  the  natural  environment.  The  US  Air  Force  recently  completed  a 
detailed  study  on  chaff,  and  this  information  has  been  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS  in  the 
Section  4.2  resource  impact  analyses.  The  General  Accounting  Office  also  is  currently 
investigating  this  issue. 

e)  Comment:     Chaff  studies  on  oysters  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  short-term  cattle  studies  do  not  equate  to 

conditions  or  grazing  patterns  in  Nevada.  The  bottleneck  the  Navy  would  like  to  create  in 
Dixie  Valley  would  be  a  high  concentration  chaff  area.  Chaff  studies  do  not  assess  the  effects  of 
chaff  on  wildlife  found  in  this  area.  The  Draft  EIS  states  that  there  will  not  be  an  effect  on 
plant  life,  yet  another  report  stated  that  plants  showed  a  significant  reduction  in  height.  The 
Draft  EIS  does  not  include  the  effects  of  chaff  on  avian  health,  and  only  one  report  known  to 
the  commenter  contains  reference  to  avian  health. 

References:    Comments  MM-10,  MM-11,  MM-12,  MM-13 

Response:  The  land  withdrawal  itself  would  not  result  in  an  increased  or  more  concentrated  use  of  chaff. 
The  panhandle  area  of  the  Dixie  Valley  is  proposed  for  withdrawal  for  ground  training 
purposes  and  placement  of  cueing  devices,  as  described  in  Section  2.3.1  of  the  EIS,  not  as  an 
area  to  increase  chaff  use.  Please  see  the  response  to  the  previous  comment  for  information  on 
additional  studies  performed  and  being  performed.  The  Navy's  position  based  on  experience 
and  best  available  data  is  that  chaff  use  poses  no  hazard  to  public  health,  wildlife,  or  the  natural 
environment.  The  effects  of  chaff  use  on  wildlife  are  discussed  in  Section  4.2  of  the  EIS. 
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f)      Comment: 


References: 
Response: 


The  Draft  EIS  states  that  the  Navy  expects  wildlife  to  habituate  to  overflights,  however,  as 

indicated  in  the  studies  mentioned  in  the  Draft  EIS,  wildlife  do  not  want  to  be  habituated.   It  is 

obvious    to    anyone   with   common   sense   that   this    land   withdrawal    would   have    great 

environmental  consequences  for  animals,  wildlife,  and  humans. 

Comments  MM-14,  MM- 15 

Flight  operations  would  not  change  as  a  direct  result  of  this  proposed  action;  therefore,  no 

additional  impacts  are  expected  from  aircraft  overflights. 


g)     Comment:    The  military  is  dropping  chaff  throughout  the  west  without  permission  of  the  landowners 
below,  which  may  be  a  violation  of  property  rights. 
References:    Comment  Y-ll 
Response:      The  FAA  authorizes  the  deployment  of  chaff  in  the  special  use  airspace  of  NAS  Fallon. 

h)  Comment:  The  Rural  Alliance  for  Military  Accountability  opposes  the  current  and  proposed  use  of  chaff 
until  sufficient  independent  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  has  been  completed. 

References:    Comments  Y-ll 

Response:  The  General  Accounting  Office  has  been  directed  and  is  in  the  process  of  conducting  a  study 
on  chaff. 

i)  Comment:  The  BLM  has  mandated  the  use  of  chaff  over  public  lands  associated  with  operations  at 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  It  is  not  known  how  the  BLM  can  assure  public  safety  on 
lands  where  it  allows  the  use  of  chaff  and  flares. 

References:    Comments  Y-ll 

Response:      Action  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  analysis. 

24.  Utilities 

a)  Comment:    A  50-foot  height  limitation  would  render  the  existing  east-west  utility  corridor  that  traverses 

the  Dixie  Valley  area  useless.  This  corridor  was  established  through  the  FLPMA  planning 
process  in  cooperation  with  the  area  BLM  districts.  A  review  of  corridors  would  show  that 
there  is  only  one  east-west  corridor  through  the  State  of  Nevada.  The  loss  of  this  corridor  due 
to  height  restrictions  could  affect  the  future  transmission  and  delivery  of  economical  energy  to 
western  Nevada. 

References:    Comment  FF-1 

Response:  Please  see  Section  4.2.8.1.  Rights  as  established  by  existing  rights-of-way  will  not  change. 
Future  development  of  structures  over  50  feet  in  height  would  generally  be  prohibited.  The 
Navy  will  work  with  utility  companies  on  a  case-by-case  basis  to  ensure  safety  and  transmission 
needs  are  compatible. 

b)  Comment:     An  eight-inch  high-pressure  natural  gas  transmission  main  passes  through  Category  A  and  B 

land  east  of  B-19.  The  pipeline  is  thin-walled  construction  and  at  a  relatively  shallow  depth  in 
some  locations,  and  therefore  the  use  of  ordnance  on  or  near  or  ordnance-caused  landslides 
along  this  pipeline  could  be  detrimental.  The  maintenance  road  along  the  pipeline  right-of-way 
crosses  over  the  pipeline  in  some  locations  and  if  large  military  vehicles  were  to  use  this  road, 
additional  cover  across  the  pipeline  would  be  required.    Access-  to  the  pipeline  on  Category  A 
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land  is  required  to  perform  an  annual  land  patrol  of  the  pipeline  and  for  normal  operation  and 

maintenance.    Relocation  of  the  pipeline  would  require  extensive  consideration,  design,  and 

construction  and  would  be  the  financial  responsibility  of  the  Navy. 
References:    Comments  GG-1  to  GG-3 
Response:      The  road  will  remain  open  for  maintaining  the  gas  line  along  the  corridor,  including  on 

Category  A  land,  as  discussed  in  response  to  comments  Section  20b.    Text  has  been  added  to 

Section  3.14,  Transportation,  in  the  Final  EIS  for  clarification. 

25.  Maps  and  Figures 

a)  Comment:     Many  of  the  maps  and  figures  need  to  be  changed  and  all  should  show  official  highway 

designations  and  locations  of  towns  in  central  Nevada.     Standard  maps  showing  roads  and 

terrain  should  be  used.   Townships  and  ranges  need  to  be  identified.    A  label  for  the  Fairview 

Valley  should  be  included  on  the  maps. 
References:    Comments  T-5,  JJ-1,  LL-1,  LL-2,  LL-8,  LL-17,  LL-18,  LL49,  LL-20,  LL-37,  PHR-31 
Response:      More  detailed  maps,  including  section  information,  have  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS  as 

Appendix  I.   Requested  information  cannot  be  shown  on  every  map  due  to  the  small  scale  or 

they  would  become  cumbersome  and  unreadable. 

b)  Comment:     Figures  5-1  and  5-2  inaccurately  show  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  as  smaller  than  it  is. 
References:    Comment  W-6 

Response:      The  figures  have  been  corrected  in  the  Final  EIS. 

c)  Comment:     The  map  shows  the  B-16  withdrawal  footprint  incorrectly.    The  footprint,  from  the  northern 

B-16  boundary  to  the  northern  withdrawal  boundary,  shows  a  distance  of  two  or  three  square 
miles.  If  it  is  two  miles,  the  offsets  give  an  appearance  of  a  maximum  total  of  5,440  acres.  If  it 
is  three  miles,  the  offset  gives  the  appearance  of  7,520  acres.  The  text  states  that  6,120  acres  will 
be  withdrawn.  Please  clarify. 

References:    Comment  JJ-22 

Response:  Detailed  maps  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  boundaries  have  been  included  in  Appendix  I  of  the 
Final  EIS. 

d)  Comment:    On  Figure  5-3,  show  the  location  of  existing  or  proposed  supersonic  corridors. 
References:    Comment  LL-19 

Response:  The  existing  supersonic  operations  area  has  been  added  to  Figure  5-2.  The  proposed  supersonic 
corridor  discussed  in  Section  5.7.2.2  has  been  depicted  on  Figure  5-3  as  presented  in  the  Special 
Nevada  Report  (SAIC  1991).  Site-specific  NEPA  documentation  would  be  performed  once  an 
action  was  formally  proposed. 

e)  Comment:    The  Appendix  D  figures  areof  a  poor  quality.  The  symbol  for  dirt  roads  is  almost  illegible  and 

obscure  figures  in  the  center  of  the  figures  are  unidentifiable.  The  figure  on  page  three 
identifies  a  north-south  dirt  road.  If  this  is  Scheelite  Mine  Road  it  should  continue  further 
south.  Indicate  whether  this  road  is  to  be  moved  or  remain  closed.  Figure  2  needs  a  scale  for 
distance.  Page  10  of  the  appendix  refers  to  Figures  7  through  10.  If  these  are  the  same  figures 
shown,  figure  titles  need  to  be  revised.  The  page  six  figure  is  of  a  different  scale  and  meaningless 
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to  the  reader.  Add  scales  or  legends  to  the  figures  or  eliminate  them  altogether.   Figures  1 1  and 

12,  as  referred  to  in  the  text,  are  missing. 
References:    Comments  LL-26  to  LL-36 
Response:      Appendix  D  was  included  to  provide  the  reader  more  information  on  the  methodology  and 

conclusions  of  the  HAZARD  report  described  in  Section  1.4.3.1.  This  is  a  published  document 

included  for  informational  purposes  only.     The  main  intent  of  the  report  was  to  depict 

HAZARD  boundaries,  not  area  roads. 

f)  Comment:     Information  about  the  withdrawal  north  of  B-16  is  hard  to  evaluate  because  the  maps  show 

Sheckler  Reservoir  in  the  wrong  place  and  the  wrong  size  and  shape  for  normal  conditions. 
The  withdrawal  map  shows  the  reservoir  one  mile  south  of  where  it  is  shown  on  the  Nevada 
Map  Atlas  and  Nevada  Atlas  and  Gazetteer.  The  USGS  State  of  Nevada  map  is  the  only  map 
showing  the  reservoir  in  the  shape  that  it  is.  It  also  shows  smaller  bodies  of  water  south  of  the 
reservoir  that  are  not  depicted  on  the  Draft  EIS  maps.  Depending  on  the  withdrawal  distance 
from  existing  boundaries,  the  withdrawal  would  include  this  unknown  section  of  water  and 
Reservoir  Dam  Road,  the  most  fished  area.  The  withdrawal  map  shows  the  reservoir  to  be 
about  three  square  miles.  The  Nevada  maps  listed  above  show  it  to  be  about  six  square  miles 
and  similar  to  a  butterfly  shape.  The  Draft  EIS  underplays  the  normal  size  and  use  of  the 
reservoir. 

References:    Comments  JJ-10,  JJ-19,  JJ-20 

Response:  The  figures  in  the  EIS  were  developed  from  digitized  USGS  maps  and  basic  landforms  cannot 
be  changed.  The  Navy  recognizes  that  due  to  seasonal  fluctuations,  the  size  and  shape  of  the 
reservoir  varies.  The  Navy  has  no  intention  of  restricting  use  or  access  of  the  reservoir. 

g)  Comment:  The  maps  do  not  show  which  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  acres  are  TCID  acres,  and  no  right- 

of-way  is  shown  across  the  TCID  dam.   What  roads  are  considered  TCID  roads  and  what  will 

the  Navy  do  with  non-legal  Category  B  roads  north  of  B-16. 
References:    Comments  JJ-10,  JJ-24 
Response:      Public  access,  including  use  of  roads,  would  remain  open  on  Category  B  lands  and  would  not 

be  affected. 

h)     Comment:    There  are  no  legal  descriptions  for  the  lands  in  the  proposed  withdrawals  making  it  difficult  to 

ascertain  what  lands  are  included. 
References:    Comments  BB-2,  JJ-1,  PHF-3 
Response:      Detailed  maps  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  boundaries,  including  section  information,  have 

been  added  to  the  Final  EIS  as  Appendix  I. 

i)      Comment:    The  maps  inaccurately  portray  the  location  of  the  Pony  Express  Trail.  In  the  1861  land  survey, 
it  appears  to  go  across  the  tail  end  of  B-16.    The  map  also  doesn't  show  the  reach  between 
Faraway  Site  and  the  Stillwater  section. 
References:    Comment  PHR-42 

Response:  All  the  maps  in  the  Navy's  possession  show  that  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Corridor 
crosses  south  of  B-16.  The  National  Park  Service  was  contacted  and  provided  a  map  of  the  trail 
corridor  in  the  vicinity  of  NAS  Fallon  lands;  the  figures  in  the  Final  EIS  have  been  revised  to 
reflect  the  correct 'trail  location.  The  trail  does  not  cross  existing  Navy  withdrawn  lands.  The 
proposed  action  would  not  result  in  restrictions  to  access  on  the  trail  corridor. 
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26.  Detailed  Comments 

The  following  comments  deal  with  specific  issues  or  questions  rather  than  general  issues.  Responses  to  these 
comments  are  provided  below.  For  the  specific  comment,  please  refer  to  the  referenced  letter  and  comment 
within  the  letter. 

a)  Comment:     See  Comment  A-5 

Response:      Acreages  of  Category  A  and  B  lands  have  been  added  to  Table  2-1  as  suggested. 

b)  Comment:    See  Comment  A-7 

Response:  Figure  1-1  depicts  only  Churchill  County  as  it  is  the  area  that  encompasses  NAS  Fallon  lands. 
Text  has  been  added  to  the  figure  to  indicate  the  extent  of  the  reservation. 

c)  Comment:     See  Comment  B-21 

Response:  The  Navy  acquired  Dixie  Valley  lands  for  military  purposes  through  congressional 
authorization  and  may  conduct  military  operations  there  to  satisfy  mission  requirements. 
Federal  agencies  have  the  authority  to  hold  property  rights  pursuant  to  40  USC  483, 
Management  and  Disposal  of  Federal  Property.  Only  upon  the  holding  agency  identifying 
lands  as  excess  can  lands  be  relinquished  to  the  General  Services  Administration,  which  in  turn 
has  the  responsibility  of  dispersing  lands  to  the  appropriate  federal  agency.  The  Navy  acquired 
Dixie  Valley  lands  with  Congressional  approval  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  from  sonic 
booms  and  for  military  purposes. 

d)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-22 

Response:  In  the  proposed  action  the  Navy  has  asked  for  review  and  approval  authority  as  suggested  by 
the  cooperating  agency.  It  is  expected  that  the  Navy  review  would  take  place  within  the  time 
the  BLM  currently  is  required  to  review  and  act  on  any  permits,  waivers,  and  special  event 
actions.  The  customer  should  feel  no  additional  delays  from  this  added  review;  the  vast 
majority  of  the  actions  reviewed  by  BLM  would  be  compatible  with  Navy  training  operations 
and  approval  would  be  quickly  granted  by  the  Navy. 

e)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-23 

Response:  The  majority  of  Navy  use  of  Category  B  areas  would  be  on  existing  roads  and  trails.  EW  and 
TACTS  sites  will  to  the  extent  possible  use  existing  roads  and  utility  corridors  (see  Section 
3.14). 

f)  Comment:     See  Comment  B-26 

Response:  It  is  the  Navy's  position  that  activities  proposed  on  Category  B  lands  are  compatible  with  most 
existing  public  uses.  Where  public  use  is  not  compatible,  steps  have  been  outlined  to  mitigate 
incompatible  uses.  Incompatible  land  uses  include  EW  sites,  which  would  be  fenced  to  prevent 
public  access,  and  structures  over  50  feet  in  some  areas,  which  would  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis.  The  designation  of  Category  B  lands  allows  the  Navy  to  complete  valuable  training 
the  BLM  Carson  City  District  office  does  not  feel  it  can  authorize  while  limiting  restrictions  to 
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public  use  of  proposed  withdrawal  lands  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  (see  Sections  3.12  and 
4.12). 

g)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-28 

Response:  The  Navy  believes  that  military  activities  on  proposed  Category  B  lands  are  compatible  with 
most  existing  public  uses.  In  those  instances  where  military  activity  is  incompatible  with 
existing  public  uses,  actions  will  be  taken  to  mitigate  the  military  activity  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible  while  still  maintaining  optimal  training.  In  those  instances  where  proposed  public  uses 
and  development  could  interfere  with  military  activity,  the  Navy  would  review  the  activity. 
Review  would  be  mainly  for  height  restrictions  and  the  presence  of  large  scale  development 
near  existing  training  ranges.  The  designation  of  Category  B  lands  allows  the  Navy  to 
complete  valuable  training  the  BLM  Carson  City  District  does  not  believe  it  can  authorize 
under  FLPMA  while  minimizing  restrictions  to  the  public  use  of  withdrawn  land. 

h)     Comment:    See  Comment  B-29 

Response:  A  review  of  the  videos  from  the  scoping  meetings  showed  the  following  recommendations— 
NAS  Fallon  should  move  operations  east  of  the  City  of  Fallon,  should  consolidate  operations 
to  B-20,  should  use  lands  acquired  in  the  Dixie  Valley,  and  should  avoid  the  Job  Peak 
Wilderness  Study  Area. 

i)      Comment:     See  Comment  B-30 

Response:  Text  has  been  revised  to  state  that  lands  will  remain  open  to  public  uses  with  the  exception  of 
fenced  EW  sites.  Specific  land  use  management  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  2.3.2.2. 

j)      Comment:    See  Comment  B-32 

Response:  The  Navy  acquired  Dixie  Valley  lands  for  military  purposes  through  congressional 
authorization  and  may  conduct  military  operations  there  to  satisfy  mission  requirements. 
Federal  agencies  have  the  authority  to  hold  property  rights  pursuant  to  40  USC  483, 
Management  and  Disposal  of  Federal  Property.  Only  upon  the  holding  agency  identifying 
lands  as  excess  can  lands  be  relinquished  to  the  General  Services  Administration,  which  in  turn 
has  the  responsibility  of  dispersing  lands  to  the  appropriate  federal  agency.  The  Navy  acquired 
Dixie  Valley  lands  with  Congressional  approval  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  from  sonic 
booms  and  for  military  purposes. 

k)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-36 

Response:  Existing  and  foreseeable  training  requirements  appear  compatible  with  the  types  of  public  uses 
undertaken  on  these  lands.  Future  changes  to  the  training  mission  for  NAS  Fallon  could 
require  exclusive  use  of  land  or  allow  lands  to  be  returned  to  the  public  domain.  While  these 
changes  are  not  foreseen,  administrative  processes  currently  exist  for  BLM  to  respond  to  either 
situation. 

1)      Comment:     See  Comment  B-37 

Response:  It  is  expected  that  the  Navy  review  would  take  place  within  the  time  the  BLM  currently  is 
required  to  review  and  act  on  any  permits,  waivers,  and  special  event  actions.  The  customer 
should  feel  no  additional  delays  from  this  added  review;  the  vast  majority  of  the  actions 
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reviewed  by  BLM  would  be  compatible  with  Navy  training  operations  and  approval  would  be 
quickly  granted  by  the  Navy. 

m)    Comment:    See  Comment  B-38 

Response:  The  text  in  Section  2.3.3  regarding  practice/inert  ordnance  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that 
practice/inert  ordnance  poses  a  low  risk  and  a  correspondingly  low  probability  of  harm. 

n)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-39 

Response:  Detailed  direction  is  provided  in  Section  2.3.2.2  under  the  topic  public  access  and  recreation. 
Text  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  such  sites  would  not  be  accessible  to  the  public.  Table  2- 
4  has  been  revised  by  deleting  "generally"  from  Category  B  lands  under  public 
access/recreational  use  and  adding  "except  for  remote  sites"  at  the  end  of  the  sentence. 

o)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-40 

Response:  Regulation  of  mining  on  Category  B  lands  is  detailed  in  Section  2.3.2.2,  Mining,  and 
summarized  in  Table  2-4.  No  Navy  approval  or  concurrence  would  be  required  for 
exploration,  for  working  existing  claims,  or  for  staking  new  claims.  Navy  approval  or 
concurrence  would  be  required  for  the  construction  of  structures  related  to  mining.  The  Navy 
is  proposing  a  change  to  the  existing  mining  laws  similar  to  those  enacted  under  PL  99-606 
Section  12  (e)  and  (f)  that  would  give  the  Navy  the  authority  to  review  and  approve  mining 
developments  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

p)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-41 

Response:  Regulation  of  mining  on  Category  B  lands  is  detailed  in  Section  2.3.2.2,  Mining,  and 
summarized  in  Table  2-4.  No  Navy  approval  or  concurrence  would  be  required  for 
exploration,  for  working  existing  claims,  or  for  staking  new  claims.  Navy  approval  or 
concurrence  would  be  required  for  the  construction  of  structures  related  to  mining.  The  Navy 
is  proposing  a  change  to  the  existing  mining  laws  similar  to  those  enacted  under  PL  99-606 
Section  12  (e)  and  (f)  that  would  give  the  Navy  the  authority  to  review  and  approve  these 
mining  developments  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Developments  would  only  be  disapproved  if 
incompatible  with  the  Navy  training  mission.  For  example,  structures  over  50  feet  in  height 
would  not  be  compatible  if  located  on  run-in  line  approaches  to  the  ranges.  In  addition,  the 
Navy  is  proposing  to  disallow  patenting  of  new  claims  on  Category  B  lands. 

q)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-42 

Response:  The  area  discussed  in  Section  3.3.2.8  includes  the  training  ranges,  the  areas  adjacent  to  the 
training  ranges,  and  the  Dixie  Valley  area.  Much  of  these  lands  are  disturbed  as  determined  in 
the  Special  Nevada  Report  (SAIC  1991). 

r)     Comment:    See  Comment  B-43 

Response:      Text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 

s)      Comment:     See  Comment  B-44 

Response:      Text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 
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t)      Comment:     See  Comment  B-45 

Response:      Text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 

u)     Comment:    See  Comment  B-46 

Response:  Table  3-3  and  Section  3.3.4  have  been  updated  based  on  observations  of  bats  during  1996  and 
1997  within  NAS  Fallon. 

v)     Comment:    See  Comment  B-47 

Response:  Table  3-3  and  Section  3.3.4  have  been  updated  based  on  observations  of  bats  during  1996  and 
1997  within  NAS  Fallon.  Text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 

w)    Comment:     See  Comment  B-48 

Response:  Text  has  been  revised  to  state  that  a  corridor  along  Highway  50  is  part  of  a  National  Park 
Service-proposed  National  Trails  System  trail  called  the  American  Discovery  Trail. 

x)     Comment:    See  Comment  B-49 

Response:      Text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  recent  information. 

y)     Comment:    See  Comment  B-50 

Response:      Text  has  been  revised  to  include  commercial  recreation  activities. 

z)     Comment:    See  Comment  B-51 

Response:      Maps  and  text  have  been  updated  based  on  details  provided  by  the  BLM  in  February  1998. 

aa)    Comment:    See  Comment  B-52 

Response:  For  purposes  of  developing  the  context  and  importance  of  the  Dixie  Valley  area  and  electronic 
warfare  threat  environment,  the  reader  is  referred  to  Sections  1.2,  1.2.2.3,  and  3.8.1.5;  Figures  3- 
3  and  3-4;  and  Appendix  A. 

bb)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-53 

Response:      Updated  data  have  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS  where  available. 

cc)    Comment:     See  Comment  B-54 

Response:  The  panhandle  area  would  be  designated  Category  B  and  would  remain  open  to  the  public;  the 
panhandle  presents  no  limits  to  the  public  traversing  this  area.  Navy  use  of  the  panhandle  area 
would  consist  primarily  of  parking  a  vehicle  (visual  cueing  device)  along  the  side  of  roads  and 
trails  that  branch  off  of  the  Dixie  Valley  Road  for  the  duration  of  a  training  exercise  (up  to  two 
hours)  or  of  foot  traffic.  No  Navy  activities  would  occur  immediately  adjacent  to  the  road  in 
the  Nevada  Department  of  Transportation  right-of-way  corridor  that  runs  100  feet  to  either 
side  of  the  centerline.  Mitigation  has  been  added  to  Section  4.2.12  stating  that  educational 
materials  describing  Navy  training  activities  will  be  provided  to  local  BLM,  BUREC,  and 
NDOW  offices  for  dispersal  to  the  public  upon  request. 
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dd)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-55 

Response:  The  Navy's  position  based  on  experience  and  best  available  data  is  that  chaff  poses  no  hazard  to 
public  health,  wildlife,  or  the  natural  environment.  The  US  Air  Force  recently  completed  a 
detailed  study  on  chaff,  and  this  information  has  been  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS  in  the 
Section  4.2  resource  impact  analyses.  The  General  Accounting  Office  also  is  currently 
investigating  this  issue. 

ee)    Comment:    See  Comment  B-56 

Response:  The  panhandle  area  would  be  designated  Category  B  and  would  remain  open  to  the  public;  the 
panhandle  presents  no  limits  to  the  public  traversing  this  area.  Mitigation  has  been  added  to 
Section  4.2.12  stating  that  educational  materials  describing  Navy  training  activities  will  be 
provided  to  local  BLM,  BUREC,  and  NDOW  offices  for  dispersal  to  the  public  upon  request. 

ff)    Comment:    See  Comment  B-57 

Response:  Helicopter  noise  is  described  in  Section  3.5.4.  Effects  to  wildlife,  including  game  species,  is 
discussed  in  Section  4.2.3.  Helicopter  use  by  the  Navy  will  have  similar  effects  as  helicopter 
surveys  conducted  by  NDOW.  Most  Navy  activity  will  take  place  on  the  valley  floor,  not  in 
the  areas  detailed  in  the  comment.  Therefore,  no  significant  effects  to  lambing  or  hunting  are 
expected. 

gg)   Comment:     See  Comment  B-60 

Response:  It  is  clearly  delineated  in  Section  4.2.10.1,  Development  and  the  Patenting,  that  the  primary 
Navy  concern  on  Category  B  lands  is  height  of  structures  and  land  ownership.  The  only 
restrictions  within  Category  B  lands  are  a  50-foot  height  limit,  maintaining  claims  in  an 
unpatented  status,  and  restricting  access  at  fenced  EW  sites.  The  Navy  feels  that  there  may  be 
flexibility  within  these  restrictions  depending  upon  the  location  and  type  of  mining  activity. 
Even  though  the  Category  B  lands  do  not  contain  areas  of  high  mineral  potential,  the  Navy 
desires  to  continue  mining  activities  as  pan  of  the  multiple  use  management  within  Category  B 
lands. 

hh)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-61 

Response:  The  Navy  agrees  that  its  training  activities  near  watering  areas  could  have  a  potential  impact  on 
livestock  and  wildlife.  A  mitigation  measure  has  been  added  to  Section  4.2.11  of  the  Final  EIS 
to  state  that  the  Navy  will  not  conduct  ground  training  or  low  level  flights  below  500  feet 
above  ground  level  (AGL)  within  one-half  mile  of  all  springs  and  water  troughs.  With  regard 
to  human  error,  every  effort  will  be  made  to  minimize  the  incidence  of  such  errors  with 
training  and  pre-briefing  discussions  on  ground  training  limitations.  The  referenced  incident 
occurred  on  an  existing  training  range,  not  on  public  lands,  and  is  not  indicative  of  the 
likelihood  for  increased  future  incidents  as  there  is  no  intent  to  provide  public  access  to  any 
existing  training  ranges.  Public  support  indicates  that  Category  B  lands  should  remain  open  to 
multiple  uses. 

ii)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-62 

Response:  Disturbing  sites  in  this  climate  may  spread  noxious  weeds.  The  Resource  Management  Plan 
(Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS)  contains  a  noxious  weed  and  weed  control  management  program. 
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The  Navy  currently  has  an  Natural  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  management  of  noxious 
weeds  on  all  Navy  lands.  Text  to  this  effect  has  been  added  to  Section  4.2.3  of  the  Final  EIS. 

jj)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-63 

Response:  Please  refer  to  Section  4.2.8.1  of  the  Final  EIS.  The  utility  corridor  as  developed  by  BLM  will 
remain,  subject  to  existing  rights,  and  the  Navy  will  work  with  individual  utility  providers  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  to  ensure  safety  and  transmissions  needs  are  compatible. 

kk)  Comment:     See  Comment  B-64 

Response:      Text  revised  as  suggested. 

11)     Comment:     See  Comment  B-65 

Response:  The  Navy  does  not  feel  that  proposed  military  activities  are  incompatible  with  recreational  use 
of  the  area,  though  mitigation  has  been  added  to  Section  4.2.13  of  the  Final  EIS  to  note  that 
educational  materials  describing  Navy  training  activities  will  be  provided  to  local  BLM, 
BUREC,  and  NDOW  offices  for  dispersal  to  the  public  upon  request.  The  Navy  would 
require  review  of  permitted  recreational  activities,  but  would  not  prevent  BLM-approved 
recreational  event  from  occurring;  only  in  an  extreme  case  would  an  event  have  to  be 
rescheduled  if  military  activities  could  not  be  adjusted.  As  stated  in  Section  1.3,  the  purpose  for 
the  proposed  action  is  to  provide  the  necessary  land  area  for  the  Navy  to  change  and  improve 
training  and  to  provide  safety  buffer  zones  around  the  training  ranges;  the  studies  listed  in 
Section  1.4.3  assist  in  determining  lands  needed.  As  discussed  in  Section  2.2.1,  one  evaluation 
criterion  is  to  minimally  disrupt  the  BLM  mission  to  provide  for  multiple  uses  of  public  lands. 
As  no  usage  data  is  available,  experience  of  NAS  Fallon  personnel  has  been  used.  In  the 
experience  of  NAS  Fallon  personnel  who  access  this  area,  few  recreational  users  have  been 
noted  and  therefore  the  number  is  not  thought  to  be  very  high  during  the  time  training  is 
occurring.  Since  training  would  occur  primarily  on  weekdays,  and  half  would  occur  at  night, 
there  is  basis  for  the  statement  that  training  would  occur  at  times  when  encounters  with 
recreationists  would  be  less  likely. 

mm)  Comment:  See  Comment  B-66 

Response:  The  land  withdrawal  will  not  affect  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail  recreational 
events  either  at  the  B-16  area  or  the  B-17  area.  The  Navy  coordinated  with  the  National  Park 
Service  to  clarify  the  location  of  the  trail  corridor  (see  response  to  comments  Section  20 
comments  i,  n,  and  o). 

nn)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-67 

Response:  The  recreational  use  discussed  in  Section  3.12  of  the  EIS  is  compatible  with  all  three  evaluation 
criteria  listed  in  Section  2.2.1  of  the  EIS  for  Category  B  lands.  While  the  Navy  does  not  feel 
that  proposed  military  activities  are  incompatible  with  recreational  use  of  the  area,  mitigation 
has  been  added  to  Section  4.2.12  of  the  Final  EIS  to  note  that  educational  materials  describing 
Navy  training  activities  will  be  provided  to  local  BLM,  BUREC,  and  NDOW  offices  for 
dispersal  to  the  public  upon  request. 
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oo)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-68 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  2.2.2,  the  No  Action  Alternative  does  not  establish  the  appropriate 
management  responsibility  for  lands  containing  off-range  ordnance  and  does  not  provide  for 
the  safety  buffers  around  B-17  defined  through  HAZARD  modeling.  Sections  2.2.2,  No  Action 
Alternative,  and  2.2.3,  Off-range  Ordnance  Withdrawal,  detail  the  impacts  to  training  from 
implementing  either  of  these  alternatives. 

pp)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-69 

Response:  The  CEQ  regulations  cited  serve  to  guide  the  development  of  the  impacts  section  of  the 
environmental  document.  All  adverse  impacts  and  mitigations  are  identified  and  discussed  in 
detail  in  Chapter  4  by  alternative  and  by  resource.  Further  the  CEQ  regulations  part  1502.14 
state  "...  it  [this  section]  should  present  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  the 
alternatives  in  comparative  form  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  .  .  ."  This  comparative 
discussion  can  be  found  in  Table  2-6.  Text  has  been  added  to  the  introduction  of  Chapter  4  and 
Section  4.3  directing  the  reader  to  the  comprehensive  summary  of  impacts  table.  Please  refer  to 
Sections  4.2.12.1,  4.2.12.2,  and  4.3  and  Table  2-6  regarding  the  loss  of  recreational  opportunity. 

qq)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-70 

Response:  The  proposed  land  withdrawal  does  not  include  any  reservation  land.  Currently,  negotiations 
are  ongoing  with  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribal  Council  with  regard  to  the  off-range  ordnance 
lands  adjacent  to  B-19.  To  date  this  Tribe  is  in  the  process  of  developing  land  use  policies  and 
controls  for  their  reservation  lands.  No  changes  to  aircraft  flight  operations  or  target  areas  are 
proposed  as  part  of  the  proposed  action;  therefore,  no  conflicts  with  Tribal  land  use  plans  or 
policies  are  expected. 

rr)    Comment:     See  Comment  B-71 

Response:  Chapter  5  identifies  all  proposed  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions.  Where  appropriate,  past 
actions  also  have  been  identified  and  evaluated.  The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  this  EIS  has 
no  direct  impact  on  central  Nevada. 

ss)    Comment:     See  Comment  B-72 

Response:  The  document  identified  is  an  administrative  action  to  support  proposed  changes  in  the  BLM 
Carson  City  District  land  use  plan.  The  Navy  feels  that  the  detailed  analysis  in  the  referenced 
document  is  inadequate  and  provides  no  supporting  documentation.  The  plan  is  currently  held 
in  an  extended  administrative  appeal  and  a  final  decision  for  the  Land  Use  Plan  Amendment  is 
pending. 

tt)    Comment:    See  Comment  B-73 

Response:  This  topic  has  been  discussed  in  the  past.  Public  Law  99-606  Section  6  directed  the  Secretaries  of 
the  Air  Force,  Navy,  and  Interior  to  prepare  the  Special  Nevada  Report  to  look  at  the 
cumulative  aspects  of  the  military  in  Nevada.  The  DOI  was  involved  in  that  effort  and  we 
would  encourage  their  involvement  in  any  similar  future  actions. 
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uu)  Comment:     See  Comment  B-74 

Response:  No  cumulative  impacts  analysis  is  being  deferred,  lands  considered  in  this  EIS  also  will  be 
considered  in  the  environmental  documentation  required  in  Public  Law  99-606. 

w)  Comment:     See  Comment  B-75 

Response:  The  mining  data  in  the  vicinity  of  the  withdrawal  areas  were  updated  prior  to  publication  of 
the  Draft  EIS  (Appendix  H).  The  information  presented  in  the  referenced  Section  5.4.3.1  has 
not  changed  significantly  and  adequately  characterizes  mining  activity  in  the  region. 

ww)  Comment:  See  Comment  B-76 

Response:  The  information  on  visitors  to  Grimes  Point  and  Hidden  Cave  has  been  updated  in  Section 
5.4.3.3  of  the  Final  EIS.  It  is  encouraging  to  see  recreational  and  other  uses  of  the  public  lands 
continue  and  increase  with  the  past  and  current  uses  of  the  military.  With  continued  close 
work  between  the  DOI  and  DOD  the  Navy  will  maintain  this  same  successful  multiple  use 
management  of  public  lands. 

xx)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-77 

Response:  The  information  on  these  sites  has  been  added  to  Section  5.5.1.  The  total  number  of  sites  is 
approximately  72.  The  total  number  of  acres  of  public  land  affected,  which  includes  access 
roads,  utility  corridors,  and  the  actual  site  location,  is  approximately  565.  The  565  acres  are 
dispersed  throughout  the  4.2  million  acres  administered  by  the  BLM  Carson  City  District.  All 
existing  sites  have  been  developed  under  BLM  rights-of-way  with  BLM  coordination  and 
review  of  Navy  environmental  documentation.  Development  of  the  sites  included  standard 
mitigation  measures  described  in  Section  4.2  of  the  EIS  for  proposed  EW  and  TACTS  sites. 
These  threat  emitter  radar  and  aircraft  tracking  instrumentation  subsystem  sites  are  extremely 
important  to  the  NAS  Fallon  training  mission. 

yy)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-78 

Response:  The  supersonic  operations  area  (SOA)  falls  within  the  10,387  square  miles  of  existing  MOA 
airspace  listed  in  Table  5-2.  The  environmental  effects  of  the  SOA  were  evaluated  in  the  Final 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Proposed  Supersonic  Operations 
Area  and  Other  Proposed  Actions  at  NAS  Fallon,  Nevada,  June  1985. 

zz)  Comment:    See  Comment  B-79 

Response:  The  MOU  requires  the  Navy  to  fly  above  3,000  feet  above  ground  level  (AGL)  over  WSAs 
when  tactically  feasible.  This  MOU  is  still  in  effect  and  to  date  Navy  is  unaware  of  any 
complaints.  As  stated  in  the  MOU,  the  Navy  is  prepared  to  respond  to  any  complaints 
documented. 

aaa)  Comment:     See  Comment  B-80 

Response:  The  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail  is  discussed  in  Section  4.2.13  of  the  EIS  and  in 
response  to  comment  Section  20.  Section  5.5.2.3  acknowledges  impacts  to  recreation  from 
aircraft  overflights.  Section  5.6.6.3  has  been  revised  to  state  that  there  will  no  impacts  to 
mining  and  grazing  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  airspace  restructuring  and  designations  and  that 
the  actions  will  reduce  noise  levels  north  of  B-16  but  increase  noise  levels  south  of  B-16  over  the 
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area  of  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail.  Text  also  has  been  added  to  state  that  the 
Navy  will  work  to  alter  training  to  the  extent  practicable  to  reduce  noise  during  organized 
events  on  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail. 

bbb)  Comment:  See  Comment  B-81 

Response:  Figure  1-4  depicts  the  revised  range  safety  zones  for  the  proposed  change  in  flight  patterns  at  B- 
16.  Based  on  RAICUZ  methodology  and  the  professional  judgment  of  the  Navy,  the  change  in 
flight  approach  patterns  would  not  conflict  with  use  of  public  lands  in  the  area  south  of  B-16. 
Limitations  on  structure  height  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  run-in  line  and  advanced 
planning  and  scheduling  with  the  range  department  for  large  organized  events  would  ensure 
public  and  pilot  safety. 

ccc)    Comment:  See  Comment  B-82 

Response:    The  current  text  is  supported  by  available  data  cited. 

ddd)  Comment:  See  Comment  B-83  . 

Response:    The  current  text  is  supported  by  available  data  cited. 

eee)    Comment:  See  Comment  B-84 

Response:  The  Mt.  Grant  area  is  administered  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  actions  affecting  these 
lands  are  not  subject  to  Navy  discretion.  The  Navy  acquired  Dixie  Valley  lands  for  military 
purposes  through  congressional  authorization  and  may  conduct  military  operations  there  to 
satisfy  mission  requirements.  Federal  agencies  have  the  authority  to  hold  property  rights 
pursuant  to  40  USC  483,  Management  and  Disposal  of  Federal  Property.  Only  upon  the 
holding  agency  identifying  lands  as  excess  can  lands  be  relinquished  to  the  General  Services 
Administration,  which  in  turn  has  the  responsibility  of  dispersing  lands  to  the  appropriate 
federal  agency.  The  Navy  acquired  Dixie  Valley  lands  with  Congressional  approval  to  mitigate 
potential  impacts  from  sonic  booms  and  for  military  purposes.  The  Navy  has  in  the  past 
returned  lands  withdrawn  in  Nevada  in  excess  of  790,000  acres. 

fff)     Comment:  See  Comment  B-85 

Response:    Appendix  H  and  Section  3.10.8.3  have  been  revised  as  suggested. 

ggg)   Comment:  See  Comment  B-86 

Response:  Because  neither  the  proposed  action  nor  any  of  the  detailed  alternatives  involve  B-20,  B-20  is 
not  depicted  on  most  maps  in  Chapters  1  through  4.  B-20  is  depicted  on  Figure  1-1,  which 
shows  all  NAS  Fallon-administered  lands,  and  Chapter  5,  which  discusses  the  cumulative  effects 
of  NAS  Fallon  operations  in  Churchill  County. 

hhh)  Comment:  See  Comment  B-87 

Response:  Base  closure  and  realignment  decisions  are  made  at  the  Congressional  level.  Base  closure 
decisions  have  resulted  in  the  realignment  of  training  missions  to  facilities,  such  as  NAS  Fallon, 
that  were  not  slated  for  closure.  This  has  made  NAS  Fallon  and  the  Fallon  Range  Training 
Complex  more  strategically  important  for  the  combat  readiness  of  the  Navy.  An  off-range 
Ordnance  Alternative  was  not  found  to  be  a  viable  alternative,  as  discussed  in  Section  2.2.3. 
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Even  with  the  addition  of  the  shoal  site,  this  alternative  does  not  meet  the  Navy  training 
requirements  listed  in  Section  2.2.1. 

iii)    Comment:     See  Comment  B-88 

Response:  The  term  off-range  ordnance  (ORO)  was  used  in  the  document  because  it  has  broad  public 
acceptance  and  understanding. 

jjj)    Comment:    See  Comment  B-89 

Response:  Text  in  Section  3.13  has  been  revised  to  further  define  and  discuss  inert  ordnance.  Ordnance 
can  only  be  called  inert  if  it  has  a  paper  certification.  Ordnance  used  at  NAS  Fallon  is  practice 
ordnance  rather  than  inert  ordnance  because  it  has  not  been  certified.  Practice  rounds  may  or 
may  not  have  spotting  charges  or  other  reactive  materials  for  scoring  purposes,  but  they  have 
no  live  explosive  fillers. 

kkk)  Comment:  See  Comment  B-90 

Response:  Chaff  and  flares  may  or  may  not  be  used  simultaneously.  Pending  the  perceived  threat  to  the 
pilot  determines  what  evasive  action  may  be  taken.  See  discussion  on  chaff  in  Section  1.2.2.3, 
B-17  and  Dixie  Valley  Area  and  Section  4.1.3. 

Ill)    Comment:    See  Comment  B-91 

Response:  The  statement  is  accurate  as  it  appears  in  the  text.  Training  conducted  in  a  simulator,  while 
valuable,  is  not  a  substitute  for  live  training.  The  loss  of  realism  in  training  would  result  in 
incomplete  training,  thereby  increasing  the  potential  for  loss  of  lives  in  actual  combat 
situations. 


mmm)  Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-92 

Text  has  been  added  in  Sections  1.2.2.3  and  3.8.1.4  to  describe  the  existing  environment  of 

the  shoal  site. 


nnn)      Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-93 

NAS  Fallon  requires  a  variety  of  terrain  to  meet  its  training  mission.  The  realistic  training 
provided  at  NAS  Fallon  is  based  on  real  world  threat  scenarios;  proposed  withdrawn  lands 
would  provide  terrain  representative  of  the  terrain  that  could  be  encountered  in  such 
scenarios.  No  changes  in  the  use  of  chaff  and  flares  or  ordnance  deliveries  would  result 
from  the  proposed  land  withdrawal;  these  are  ongoing  mission  activities  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  Fallon  Range  Users  Manual. 


ooo)      Comment: 
Response: 

ppp)      Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-94 

Text  in  Section  2.2.1  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 

See  Comment  B-95 

Text  has  been  added  in  Sections  1.2.2.3  and  3.8.1.4  to  describe  the  existing  environment  of 
the  shoal  site.  The  Navy  is  proposing  a  Navy  withdrawal  over  a  DOE  withdrawal; 
therefore,  DOE  would  retain  responsibility  for  all  subsurface  resources  and  activities.  The 
Navy  would  be  responsible  only  for  surface  training  activities,  primarily  combat  search 
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and  rescue  training.  The  Navy  worked  with  the  DOE  in  the  development  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  to  clarify  this  issue.  The  Resource  Management  Plan  is  included  as 
Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS. 

See  Comment  B-96 

The  last  sentence  of  Section  2.2.2,  Alternative  II,  indicates  that  all  off-range  ordnance  lands 

are  included  for  withdrawal  under  this  alternative. 


rrr)        Comment:      See  Comment  B-97 

Response:  The  Navy  is  currently  working  with  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe  to  address  subsurface 
ordnance  on  reservation  lands.  In  addition,  the  Navy  has  revised  training  operations  to 
reduce  the  likelihood  of  future  off-range  ordnance. 


sss) 


Comment:      See  Comment  B-98 

Response:  The  proposed  land  withdrawal  would  not  result  in  any  changes  to  ordnance  delivery 
operations  and  will  not  increase  the  size  of  the  impact  area.  The  memorandum  of 
agreement  is  discussed  in  Section  1.4.3.3  of  the  EIS.  Once  lands  are  withdrawn,  the 
memorandum  will  be  terminated,  though  the  Navy  will  continue  to  perform  annual 
sweeps  of  these  lands:  In  addition,  the  Navy  is  investigating  the  potential  use  of  new 
ordnance  remediation  technology  developed  by  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory.  Text  to 
this  effect  has  been  added  to  Section  1.4.3.3  of  the  Final  EIS. 


ttt)         Comment:       See  Comment  B-99 

Response:  Chaff  and  flares  may  or  may  not  be  used  simultaneously.  Chaff  references  have  been 
updated  to  include  only  those  in  Navy  possession  rather  than  citing  articles  referenced 
within  other  articles. 

uuu)      Comment:      See  Comment  B-100 

Response:  Subsection  Chaff  and  Flares  within  Sections  2.3.1  and  4.1.13  discuss  dispersion  and  areas 
affected,  which  are  primarily  the  Dixie  Valley  and  B-17.  The  Navy  is  investigating  the  use 
of  degradable  chaff.  The  use  of  chaff  in  training  is  an  ongoing  activity  at  NAS  Fallon;  no 
change  in  chaff  use  is  proposed  under  the  proposed  action.  See  response  to  comments 
Section  23  for  more  discussion  on  chaff. 

vw)      Comment:      See  Comment  B-101 

Response:  See  40  CFR  Part  260,  Appendix  I,  Figure  1.  If  the  state  is  a  RCRA-authorized  state 
(Nevada  is)  and  has  adopted  the  federal  regulations  (Nevada  has),  they  have  to  consider  the 
chaff  as  being  used  for  its  intended  purpose.  Chaff  does  not  fit  the  definition  of  a  solid 
waste  as  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  261.2.  Chaff  use  at  NAS  Fallon  is  authorized  by  the  FAA. 

www)   Comment:      See  Comment  B-102 

Response:  Authorized  chaff  is  approximately  six  ounces  by  weight.  When  dispersed,  chaff  leaves  the 
tube  and  is  dispersed  or,  on  very  rare  occasions,  fails  to  disperse  and  remains  in  a  bundle. 
Hydrogen  gas  that  may  be  generated  from  the  chaff  would  be  insignificant  since  it  would 
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not  be  in  an  enclosed  area  but  would  disperse  rapidly  into  the  atmosphere.    Therefore, 
chaff  is  not  flammable  and  poses  no  fire  hazard. 

xxx)      Comment:      See  Comment  B-103 

Response:  Materials  associated  with  spent  flares  would  not  qualify  as  RCRA-regulated  solid  waste  (see 
response  to  comment  B-101,  above).  The  Navy  is  unaware  of  any  studies  on  the  effects  of 
flares  on  wildlife,  water,  or  plants,  though  experience  has  not  shown  flares  to  have  any 
adverse  effect  on  these  resources.  Studies  have  indicated  that  if  the  flare  properly  fires,  the 
compounds  listed  in  the  comment  would  be  used  up  during  firing. 


yyy)      Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-104 

The  use  of  flares  is  an  ongoing  activity  within  the  NAS  Fallon  training  mission;  flares  are 
deployed  in  accordance  with  guidelines  detailed  in  the  Fallon  Range  Users  Manual.  No 
changes  in  flare  use  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  land  withdrawal;  therefore, 
historic  data  regarding  flares  usage  is  not  required. 


zzz)       Comment:      See  Comment  B-105 

Response:  Deployment  of  flares  is  regulated  by  the  Fallon  Range  Users  Manual.  No  fires  have 
resulted  from  flares  deployed  from  aircraft  at  NAS  Fallon,  though  fires  have  resulted  from 
the  use  of  handheld  flares.  NAS  Fallon  is  preparing  a  fire  management  plan  that  will 
include  the  proposed  withdrawal  lands. 

aaaa)      Comment:      See  Comment  B-106 

Response:  The  Navy  consulted  with  the  BLM  Carson  City  District  regarding  instituting  cooperative 
agreements  to  accomplish  Navy  needs.  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  it  has  the 
authorization  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  to  allow  most  military 
activities  discussed  in  Section  2.3.1.  However,  the  Navy  feels  that  it  is  in  the  interest  of  all 
public  land  users  for  the  BLM  to  permit  certain  types  of  military  activity  on  limited  public 
lands,  thereby  precluding  the  need  to  withdraw,  segregate,  and  control  large  parcels  of  land 
to  prohibit  multiple  user  activity. 


bbbb)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-107 

The  acreages  shown  in  the  original  application  and  subsequent  additions  are  not  additive; 
Alternative  I  does  not  include  the  panhandle  area.  Alternative  II  includes  the  panhandle, 
which  allowed  the  lands  proposed  for  withdrawal  in  the  Job  Peak  WSA  to  be  deleted  from 
the  withdrawal  footprint.  No  alternative  includes  the  land  south  of  B-16;  if  the  change  in 
flight  patterns  is  instituted,  these  lands  would  continue  to  be  managed  by  the  BLM 
through  a  memorandum  of  agreement  or  understanding  with  the  Navy. 


cccc)      Comment:      See  Comment  B-108 

Response:  Public  access  will  remain  open  on  Category  B  lands,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  2  and  Chapter 
4  and  as  detailed  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan  included  as  Appendix  J  in  the  Final 
EIS.  The  most  likely  land  use  restriction,  discussed  in  Section  2.3.2.1  of  the  EIS,  would 
involve  the  construction  of  structures  greater  than  50  feet  in  height  on  certain  Category  B 
areas  such  as  aircraft  run-in  lines.   The  information  presented  in  the  EIS  will  be  included  in 
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the  Record  of  Decision,  binding  the  Navy  to  continued  public  access  for  the  long-term.  As 
stated  in  Section  2.2.1,  it  was  the  Navy's  intent  when  formulating  the  alternatives  to  keep 
as  much  land  open  to  public  uses,  and  therefore  minimally  disrupt  the  BLM  mission  to 
provide  for  multiple  uses. 


dddd)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-109 

The  panhandle  area  would  be  designated  Category  B  and  would  remain  open  to  the  public; 
the  panhandle  presents  no  limits  to  the  public  traversing  this  area.  The  panhandle  area  is 
proposed  for  withdrawal  for  ground  training  purposes  and  placement  of  cueing  devices,  as 
described  in  Section  2.3.1  of  the  EIS.  The  BLM  Carson  City  District's  current  position  is 
that  it  does  not  have  the  authorization  under  FLPMA  to  allow  most  military  activities, 
including  ground  training,  on  public  lands  without  a  withdrawal. 


eeee)      Comment:      See  Comment  B-l  10 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  2.2.2,  Alternative  II,  the  panhandle  would  allow  for  the 
uninterrupted  movement  of  personnel  during  ground  training  and  for  placement  of  cueing 
devices;  establishment  of  the  panhandle  allows  for  the  reduction  in  the  size  of  the 
withdrawal  footprint  in  the  Dixie  Valley  area. 

ffff)       Comment:      See  Comment  B-l  11 

Response:  Additional  information  on  ground  training  has  been  added  to  Section  2.3.1,  Ground 
Activities.  The  information  presented  in  Table  2-3  and  evaluated  in  Chapter  4  represents  a 
high  intensity  of  ground  activity.  In  reality,  far  fewer  events  would  likely  occur;  impacts 
from  these  numbers  are  evaluated  as  a  worst  case  scenario. 

gggg)     Comment:      See  Comment  B-l  12 

Response:  Buffers  include  lands  containing  off-range  ordnance,  as  identified  during  surface  sweeps 
(Figure  1-5),  and  lands  with  the  potential  to  contain  off-range  ordnance,  as  identified  by  the 
HAZARD  report  (Figure  1-3).  The  HAZARD  footprint  is  developed  by  identifying 
designated  target  impact  areas  and  by  analyzing  the  types  of  weapons  used,  the  type  of 
delivery  maneuvers  employed,  and  the  flight  characteristics  of  the  aircraft  performing  the 
delivery. 


hhhh)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-l  13 

The  amount  of  acreage  proposed  for  withdrawal  at  the  shoal  site  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative  will  be  consistent  with  the  lands  identified  in  the  withdrawal  application.  The 
lands  withdrawn  at  the  shoal  site  may  be  less  than  2,765  acres,  but  would  not  exceed  this 
amount.  The  7,405  acreage  represents  the  lands  used  by  the  Navy  north  and  south  of  the 
DOE-withdrawn  lands,  as  well  as  the  DOE  withdrawal. 


iiii)        Comment:      See  Comment  B-l  14 

Response:  Text  has  been  added  to  Sections  1.2.2.3  and  3.8.1.4  to  indicate  that  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  FLPMA,  the  Navy  used  4,800  acres  of  land  north  and  south  of  the  DOE  shoal  site  under 
a  BLM  special  land  use  permit. 
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jjjj)        Comment:       See  Comment  B-l  15 

Response:  The  Navy  has  been  working  closely  with  both  BLM  and  DOE  regarding  the  proposed 
withdrawal  at  the  shoal  site.  See  the  Resource  Management  Plan,  Appendix  J  for  further 
information. 


kkkk)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-l  16 

Text  has  been  added  in  Sections  1.2.2.3  and  3.8.1.4  to  describe  the  existing  environment  of 
the  shoal  site  and  references  have  been  included  in  Chapter  7,  References.  The  DOE  EIS 
for  the  Nevada  Test  Site  and  Off-site  Locations  in  the  State  of  Nevada  has  been  reviewed 
and  incorporated  by  reference. 


1111)        Comment:      See  Comment  B-l  17 

Response:  The  Navy,  in  consultation  with  the  BLM,  has  developed  a  resource  management  plan, 
included  as  Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  resource  management  plan  was  developed 
based  on  land  use  management  policies  outlined  in  Section  2.3.2  and  analyzed  in  Section 
4.2  of  the  Draft  EIS.  All  potential  impacts  from  the  proposed  withdrawal  have  been 
reviewed  by  the  public;  the  resource  management  plan  details  management  and  protection 
of  the  resources  as  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  augmented  with  public  comment  on  the 
Draft  EIS.  The  location  of  future  EW  and  TACTS  sites  described  in  the  EIS  have  not  been 
specifically  identified  but  would  be  located  within  the  proposed  withdrawal  boundaries 
upon  approval  of  the  proposed  action  and  when  needed.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.2.3, 
siting  of  EW,  TACTS,  visual  cueing  sites,  and  ground  training  areas  will  avoid  sensitive 
habitats  as  identified  by  biological  surveys  conducted  prior  to  site  construction  or  activity. 
If  habitat  for  sensitive  species  is  identified,  the  sites  or  activities  would  be  relocated. 

mmmm)  Comment:  See  Comment  B-l  18 

Response:  The  regional  cumulative  effects  upon  the  sensitive  resources  are  discussed  by  resource  in 
Section  5.8.  The  inclusion  of  effects  from  grazing,  mining,  and  other  activities  on  the 
environment  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS. 


nnnn)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-l  19 

The  figures  in  the  Final  EIS  have  been  revised  to  reflect  the  correct  boundary  of  the 

Stillwater  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 


oooo)    Comment:      See  Comment  B-120 

Response:  Text  has  been  updated  in  Section  3.3  to  indicate  that  individual  peregrine  falcons  have  been 
observed  on  at  least  29  occasions  during  the  years  1990  through  1997,  with  no  record  of 
peregrine  falcons  in  1992. 


pppp)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-121 

The  definition  of  primary  wetlands  has  been  revised  in  Section  3.3.5  to  state  that  "Primary 
wetlands  are  the  wetlands  located  within  the  Stillwater  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Stillwater 
Wildlife  Management  Area,  Carson  Lake,  and  Fallon  Indian  Reservation.  Secondary 
wetlands  are  administered  or  owned  by  another  agency,  organization,  or  individual." 
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qqqq)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-122 

As  stated  in  Section  4.2.2  of  the  EIS,  no  impacts  from  chaff  would  be  expected  to  occur. 
The  aluminum  in  chaff  (Al+3)  converts  quickly  to  Al2(S04)3  in  high  sulfate  water  such  as 
that  found  in  Churchill  County.  Al2(S04),  is  alum,  a  compound  commonly  used  in  water 
treatment  plants  to  remove  colloidal  metals  from  drinking  water.  As  a  nontoxic 
precipitate,  no  impacts  to  aquatic  organisms  would  be  expected  to  occur  from  the 
aluminum  in  chaff. 


rrrr)      Comment:      See  Comment  B-123 

Response:  Text  has  been  added  to  Section  3.3.4.2  and  Section  4.2.3.1  to  indicate  that  the  only 
recorded  nesting  by  bald  eagles  in  this  area  occurred  at  the  Lahontan  Reservoir  in  1997.  A 
pair  of  bald  eagles  established  a  nest  and  successfully  incubated  an  egg,  but  the  lone  eaglet 
did  not  survive. 

ssss)       Comment:       See  Comment  B-124 

Response:  The  development  of  any  of  these  sites  is  closely  coordinated  with  appropriate  Navy  and 
BLM  resources  specialists  before  any  lands  disturbance  occurs.  Recent  court  rulings  have 
indicated  that  federal  agencies  are  not  subject  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  Therefore, 
consultation  is  not  required.  See  Newton  County  Wildlife  Ass,  v.  Forest  Service,  113  F.  3d 
110  (8th  Cir.  1997). 

tttt)       Comment:      See  Comment  B-125 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  4.2.3,  siting  of  EW,  TACTS,  visual  cueing  sites,  and  ground 
training  areas  will  avoid  sensitive  habitats  as  identified  by  biological  surveys  conducted 
prior  to  site  construction  or  activity.  If  habitat  for  sensitive  species  is  identified,  the  sites 
or  activities  would  be  relocated. 


uuuu)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-126 

No  impact  to  migratory  birds  from  chaff  is  expected  because  chaff  is  not  deployed  over  B- 

16  or  the  Sheckler  District. 


ww)    Comment:      See  Comment  B-127 

Response:  The  BLM  has  established  the  carrying  capacity  of  lands  in  designated  grazing  allotments 
based  on  forage  availability.  Therefore,  removing  land  from  grazing  in  Category  A  areas 
would  not  result  in  increased  grazing  in  other  areas  beyond  the  BLM-established  carrying 
capacity  of  lands. 

wwww)    Comment:  See  Comment  B-128 

Response:  A  listing  of  all  active  claims  can  be  found  in  Appendix  H.  The  Navy  cannot  take  any 
action  on  the  proposed  lands  to  be  withdrawn  prior  to  the  Department  of  Interior 
withdrawal  request  or  Congressional  authorization  and  appropriation.  Reclamation  would 
be  negotiated  as  part  of  the  acquisition  process  and  would  be  closely  coordinated  with  the 
BLM. 
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xxxx)     Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  B-129 

Section  3.7  discusses  the  NAS  Fallon  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan  (CRMP)  and 
Programmatic  Agreement.  Under  the  terms  of  the  CRMP,  the  plan  must  be  updated  every 
five  years  or  after  a  significant  change.  Section  4.2.7  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  the 
CRMP  will  be  updated  upon  approval  of  the  land  withdrawal  to  include  withdrawn  lands. 
The  predictive  model  covers  all  of  the  Carson  Desert,  including  the  proposed  withdrawal 
areas,  as  discussed  in  Section  3.7  of  the  EIS. 


yyyy)    Comment: 
Response: 


zzzz) 


See  Comment  B-130 

The  Navy  is  required  to  coordinate  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  regarding 
the  nominating  process  for  surveyed  resources  that  may  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  NAS  Fallon  established  an  internship  position  in 
coordination  with  the  University  of  Nevada,  Reno  to  evaluate  identified  sites  that  are 
potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register. 


Comment:      See  Comment  F-l 

Response:        The  State  public  hearing  comments  are  contained  in  the  transcript  document  for  the 
September  16,  1997,  hearing  and  are  indicated  as  comments  PHF-9  through  PHF-18. 


aaaaa) 


Comment: 
Response: 


bbbbb)   Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  F-2 

Responses  to  issues  of  concern  are  detailed  in  response  to  detailed  comments  presented  in 

this  letter  and  public  hearing  comments. 

See  Comment  J-6 

The  information  presented  in  the  EIS  will  be  included  in  the  Record  of  Decision,  binding 
the  Navy  to  continued  public  access  for  the  long-term.  Provisions  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  (MO A)  referred  to  in  the  comment  have  been  fulfilled  by  the  Navy.  The  warm 
water  fishery  was  supported  by  the  Navy  in  verbal  communication  with  the  Fallon  Field 
Office  of  NDOW,  indicating  that  the  State  could  continue  to  use  the  ponds  for  the  warm 
water  fishery.  The  Navy  purchased  equipment  to  monitor  sonic  booms  and  conducted 
sound  monitoring  beginning  in  1986.  This  information  was  available  for  the  NDOW  biota 
study  of  1989.  The  Navy  stopped  sending  data  from  the  noise  monitoring  to  the  State  in 
1991  because  all  identified  studies  had  been  completed.  However,  monitors  are  still  in 
place  in  the  area  and  are  active.  In  addition  to  monitoring  the  sonic  booms,  the  Navy 
established  procedures  to  quickly  assess,  evaluate,  and  reimburse  claimants  for  damages 
caused  by  sonic  boom  activity.  Funding  for  all  studies  associated  with  the  MOA  were 
clearly  identified  in  the  MOA  dated  2/25/86  and  amended  1/30/87.  The  Navy  has 
determined  that  its  reduced  water  allocations  for  the  Newlands  project  pursuant  to  PL  101- 
618  may  further  enhance  the  Lahontan  Valley  wetlands.  More  recently  the  Navy 
conducted  a  wetlands  inventory,  completed  an  ecological  inventory  (discussed  in  Section 
3.3  of  the  Final  EIS),  is  updating  its  natural  resource  management  plan,  and  is  preparing  to 
initiate  other  sensitive  species  surveys.  The  Navy  in  coordination. with  BLM  and  NDOW 
via  an  MOA  is  currently  addressing  public  access  and  recreation  at  Horse  Creek.  Road  and 
watershed  improvements  to  rewater  the  original  streambed  at  Horse  Creek  have  been 
initiated. 
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ccccc)      Comment:    See  Comment  0-2 

Response:  The  Draft  EIS  is  correct.  As  stated  in  Section  1.5  and  referenced  to  in  the  executive 
summary,  the  BLM  held  a  meeting  to  invite  comments  on  the  addition  of  the  panhandle  to 
the  withdrawal  area  and  changes  in  flight  patterns  at  B-16. 


ddddd)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  0-3 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  be  the  least  disruptive  of  the  natural  environment  of  the 
alternatives  evaluated;  therefore,  it  is  considered  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative. 
However,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  be  protective  of  the  human  environment, 
as  discussed  in  Section  2.2.2,  No  Action  Alternative,  and  would  not  satisfy  the  purpose  and 
need  of  the  proposed  action.  Text  to  this  effect  has  been  added  to  the  executive  summary 
and  Chapter  2. 


eeeee)      Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  0-4 

The  referenced  paragraph  has  to  do  with  closing  B-16  as  an  alternative  considered  but 
eliminated  from  detailed  consideration.  The  history  of  the  Sahwave  Range  is  discussed  in 
Section  1.2.1.  The  Sahwave  Range  was  disestablished  in  1965,  therefore,  it  cannot  be  used 
as  an  alternative  to  B-16. 


fffff)        Comment:  See  Comment  0-5 

Response:  The  resource  management  plan  is  included  as  Appendix  J  in  the  Final  EIS. 

ggggg)     Comment:  See  Comment  0-6 

Response:  Acreages  have  been  added  as  suggested. 

hhhhh)   Comment:  See  Comment  0-7 

Response:  Category  A  lands  will  be  fenced  to  protect  the  public  from  the  hazards  associated  with  off- 
range  ordnance. 


Comment:    See  Comment  0-8 

Response:      Under  the  proposed  action,  Category  A  lands  will  be  closed  to  mining  because  of  off-range 

ordnance  (Section  2.3.2.1).  Holders  of  existing  valid  mining  claims  will  be  compensated 

subject  to  congressional  authorization  and  appropriation  (Section  4.2.10).    The  authority 

to  revise  existing  mining  laws  resides  with  Congress;  revision  to  existing  mining  laws  has 

,  historical  precedent  with  other  military  land  withdrawals. 


jjjjj)         Comment:     See  Comment  0-9 

Response:      Existing  structures  would  be  grandfathered  in. 


kkkkk)   Comment:  See  Comment  O-10 

Response:  The  change  has  been  made  to  Section  3.5  as  suggested. 

11111)         Comment:  See  Comment  O-ll 

Response:  The  information  has  been  added  to  Section  3.8.3  as  suggested. 
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mmmmm)   Comment:      See  Comment  0-12 

Response:        The  information  has  been  added  to  Section  3.8  as  suggested. 

nnnnn)         Comment:      See  Comment  O-D 

Response:  There  are  no  BLM  grazing  allotments  in  this  area,  though  BUREC-administered 
grazing  does  occur.  Lands  withdrawn  north  of  B-16  would  be  Category  B;  any  grazing 
that  occurs  in  this  area  would  not  be  affected  by  Navy  activities.  Section  3.12  has  been 
updated  to  state  that  BUREC-administered  grazing  occurs  north  of  B-16. 


ooooo) 

Comment: 

Response: 

ppppp) 

Comment: 

Response: 

qqqqq) 

Comment: 

Response: 

See  Comment  0-14 

Information  presented  in  Section  1.4.3.2  of  the  Draft  EIS  has  been  added  to  Section  3.9 

of  the  Final  EIS. 

See  Comment  0-15 

Section  3.8.5  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 

See  Comment  0-16 

Section  3.10.8.2  adequately  discusses  the  mining  claim  process;  patenting  of  claims 

prior  to  1955  is  not  germane  to  the  existing  conditions. 


rrrrr)  Comment:      See  Comment  0-17 

Response:        The  Resource  Management  Plan  is  included  as  Appendix  J  of  the  Final  EIS. 

sssss)  Comment:      See  Comment  0-18 

Response:  Maintenance  of  the  three  watering  troughs  will  continue  through  an  agreement  with 
the  Navy  and  the  appropriate  state  or  federal  agencies.  Text  in  Section  4.2.3.1  has 
been  revised. 

ttttt)  Comment:      See  Comment  0-19 

Response:  Special  mining  regulations  will  be  required  for  Category  B  lands  as  described  in  Section 
2.3.2.2.  Allowing  development  of  structures  without  Navy  approval  would  not 
ensure  the  avoidance  of  incompatible  land  uses,  such  as  structures  over  50  feet  in  run- 
in  line  approach  areas.  Patenting  of  valid  mining  claims  is  not  possible  because 
patenting  gives  the  claimant  absolute  title  to  the  land;  such  title  would  not  allow  the 
Navy  to  monitor  for  incompatible  land  uses.  Maintaining  unpatented  claims  would 
still  guarantee  the  claimant  exclusive  right  to  the  minerals  providing  all  annual 
assessment  fees  and  other  administrative  requirements  were  fulfilled  through  BLM 
(Section  4.2.10). 

uuuuu)         Comment:      See  Comment  O-20 

Response:  Information  provided  in  the  Draft  EIS  is  adequate  since  the  proposed  action  would  not 
involve  or  affect  ground  water  use  or  quality. 
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vww)  Comment:      See  Comment  0-21 

Response:  Maps  of  wildlife  areas  are  not  required;  wildlife  and  habitats  are  adequately  described 
in  Section  3.3,  Biological  Resources.  As  stated  in  Section  4.2.3,  any  development  on 
withdrawn  lands  would  be  coordinated  with  appropriate  wildlife  agencies.  In 
addition,  sensitive  habitats  would  be  avoided  when  siting  these  developments. 


wwwww)     Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  0-22 

Public  Law  101-618  would  have  no  direct  or  indirect  cumulative  effects  on  existing, 
proposed,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  identified  in  Chapter  5.  PL  101-618  was 
enacted  to  provide  for  equitable  apportionment  of  waters  of  the  Truckee  River, 
Carson  River,  and  Lake  Tahoe.  It  authorized  modifications  to  purposes  and 
operations  of  certain  reclamation  projects,  authorized  acquisition  of  water  rights  for 
fish  and  wildlife,  fulfilled  trust  obligations,  fulfilled  goals  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  and  protected  significant  wetlands  from  further  degradation.  Section  206(c)  of  the 
law  requires  NAS  Fallon  to  develop  land  management  plans  and  measures  to  achieve 
dust  control,  fire  abatement,  and  foreign  object  damage  control  in  a  manner  that  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  reduces  direct  surface  deliveries  of  water. 


xxxxx)  Comment: 

Response: 


See  Comment  0-23 

The  methodology  of  the  cumulative  impacts  section  is  detailed  in  Section  5.3  of  the 
EIS.  Sections  5.5  through  5.7  present  the  existing,  proposed,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  actions  and  their  likely  individual  effects  on  the  environment.  Section  5.8 
presents  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  these  past,  proposed,  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
actions  on  the  region. 


yyyyy)         Comment:      See  Comment  0-24 

Response:        The  date  in  Table  A-l  has  been  revised  to  1954. 

zzzzz)  Comment:      See  Comment  T-6 

Response:  The  reasonably  foreseeable  MOAs  are  independent  actions  from  the  proposed  land 
withdrawal.  The  proposed  land  withdrawal  is  necessary  for  public  safety  around  and 
military  training  associated  with  the  training  ranges.  Training  associated  with  the 
ranges  is  independent  from  the  training  that  would  be  performed  at  the  MOAs  and 
affects  a  different  region  of  influence.  For  these  reasons,  and  because  no  specific  action 
has  been  formally  proposed  with  regards  to  the  MOAs,  it  would  be  inappropriate  to 
evaluate  these  actions  together  except  as  cumulative  effects  of  existing,  proposed,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  NAS  Fallon  activities.  Separate  NEPA  documentation, 
including  public  participation  as  required  by  NEPA,  will  be  prepared  for  the  airspace 
action  once  an  action  is  formally  proposed. 

aaaaaa)         Comment:      See  Comment  T-7 

Response:  As  stated  in  Sections  4.2.2,  4.2.10,  and  4.2.11,  the  Navy  will  compensate  holders  of 
valid  existing  rights  subject  to  congressional  approval  and  authorization. 
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bbbbbb)       Comment: 
Response: 


cccccc)  Comment: 

Response: 


dddddd)       Comment: 
Response: 


eeeeee)         Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-8 

This  map  is  intended  to  provide  a  generalized  depiction  of  NAS  Fallon  landholdings  in 
Churchill  County.  Maps  associated  with  resources  elsewhere  in  the  document  provide 
more  detailed  depictions  of  roads  and  other  features  of  the  area. 

See  Comment  T-9 

Department  of  Defense  decisions  regarding  training  realignments  are  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  document.  Base  closures  throughout  the  west  have  resulted  in  increased  mission 
activity  at  all  remaining  Department  of  Defense  facilities. 

See  Comment  T-10 

As  stated  in  Section  2.2.3,  NAS  Fallon  is  the  only  regional  facility  capable  of 
supporting  the  1,500  to  2,000  personnel  during  the  four- week  carrier  air  wing  training. 
No  other  regional  DOD  facility  has  the  available  operational  infrastructure,  such  as 
hangar  and  ramp  space  or  maintenance  facilities,  for  F/A-18  aircraft.  The  statement  is 
not  meant  to  infer  that  the  capability  to  perform  maintenance  does  not  exist  at  other 
facilities;  rather,  other  facilities  cannot  accommodate  entire  carrier  air  wings  with  their 
current  workloads  and  training  requirements. 

See  Comment  T-16 

As  discussed  in  Section  5.5.2.10,  airspace  designation  and  use  in  the  area  has  affected 

civilian  aviation.    No  change  in  airspace  designation  or  air  training  is  proposed  under 

the  land  withdrawal  action,  so  no  new  impacts  to  civilian  aviation  or  medical  flights 

would   occur.      The   proposed   land   withdrawal   would   not    result    in   changes    in 

agreements  between  NAS  Fallon  and  local  agencies  for  providing  emergency  service 

assistance. 


ffffff)  Comment: 

Response: 


gggggg)         Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-17 

The  Navy  has  no  plans  for  large-scale  land  expansion  eastward  from  Fallon.  As 
discussed  in  Sections  1.3  and  1.4,  Purpose  and  Need,  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  is 
needed  around  existing  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges  to  provide  for  public  safety  from 
off-range  ordnance  hazards  and  for  pilot  training  associated  with  the  existing  ranges. 
Reasonably  foreseeable  actions  discussed  in  Chapter  5  do  include  airspace  designations 
eastward  to  accommodate  air-to-air  training  requirements.  For  the  reasons  discussed  in 
response  to  comments  Section  12e,  these  actions  will  be  evaluated  in  separate  NEPA 
documentation  once  the  actions  are  formally  proposed. 

See  Comment  T-18,  T-81 

The  proposed  land  withdrawal  would  not  result  in  changes  to  air  training  around  NAS 
Fallon  training  ranges  or  under  other  associated  airspace;  therefore,  the  risks  from 
falling  objects  would  not  increase  as  a  direct  result  of  implementation  of  the  proposed 
action.  The  best  available  data  were  provided  to  detail  the  probability  of  harm  from 
falling  objects.  While  it  is  true  that  increased  proximity  to  the  ranges,  including  travel 
along  Highway  50  near  the  ranges,  may  seem  to  have  an  increased  risk,  experience  has 
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not  shown  this  to  be  true.  Risks  to  areas  of  central  Nevada  are  no  greater  than  risks  to 
other  areas  under  which  aircraft  fly. 


hhhhhh)       Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comments  T-19,  T-20,  T-24,  T-28,  T-39,  T-68,  T-75 

Roads  are  included  on  the  maps  to  provide  a  reference  for  the  information  being 
presented.  Major  roads  are  included  because  of  their  meaning  to  the  greatest  number 
of  people  both  within  and  outside  of  the  project  area.  The  exclusion  of  other  roads  is 
in  no  way  meant  to  downplay  their  importance  to  local  users. 


ami) 


Comment:      See  Comment  T-22 

Response:  Chapter  1  of  the  EIS,  which  is  intended  to  detail  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposed 
action,  presents  a  summary  of  studies  and  surveys  that  have  been  performed  for  the 
NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  Existing  conditions,  including  biological  resources,  are 
provided  in  Chapter  3  and  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  are  provided  in  Chapter  4. 
No  impacts  to  wildlife  or  wetlands  from  practice/inert  off-range  ordnance  have  been 
documented,  nor  are  impacts  from  practice/inert  ordnance  expected  to  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  action. 


jjjjjj)  Comment:      See  Comments  T-23,  T-83,  T-124 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  1.4.3.3,  off-range  ordnance  surface  sweeps  were  performed  in 
1989  and  1990  and  ordnance  was  found  on  lands  adjacent  to  the  training  ranges.  Due 
to  the  effectiveness  of  ordnance  removal  technology,  approximately  seven  percent  of 
the  ordnance  has  not  been  identified.  Lands  identified  as  containing  off-range  ordnance 
were  closed  to  the  public  in  1991.  Because  ordnance  is  dropped  at  B-17  by  aircraft 
flying  in  a  north  to  south  direction,  most  of  the  off-range  ordnance  was  found  south  of 
B-17.  Highway  50  was  not  found  to  contain  any  ordnance  and  was  not  included  in  the 
closure  area;  therefore,  no  risk  to  travelers  exists.  The  proposed  land  withdrawal 
would  not  result  in  changes  in  air  operations  and  would  not  result  in  an  increased  off- 
range  ordnance  risk  to  users  of  Highway  50. 

kkkkkk)      Comment:      See  Comment  T-25 

Response:  Training  at  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges  has  been  modified  based  on  computer 
generated  models  and  on-the-ground  sweeps  to  contain  future  potential  off-range 
ordnance  to  within  the  areas  already  impacted  by  off-range  ordnance. 

111111)  Comment:      See  Comments  T-26,  T-35,  T-124 

Response:  Public  safety  is  addressed  in  Sections  3.13  and  4.2.13  of  the  EIS.  The  proposed  land 
withdrawal  does  not  propose  changes  in  aircraft  flight  operations  at  the  training 
ranges;  therefore,  no  increased  risk  to  public  health  and  safety  would  result  from  the 
proposed  action.  Public  lands  located  under  Range  Safety  Zone  A  are  proposed  for 
withdrawal  as  Category  A  lands  and  will  therefore  be  closed  to  public  access. 

mmmmmm)    Comment:  See  Comment  T-29 

Response:    The  proposed  land  withdrawal  is  needed  to  protect  the  public  from  existing  and 
potential  safety  hazards,  such  as  off-range  ordnance,  and  to  provide  land  for  military 
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activities,  such  as  ground  training,  that  the  BLM  Carson  City  District  does  not  feel 
they  have  the  authority  to  allow  on  public  lands  under  FLPMA.  The  proposed  land 
withdrawal  would  not  result  in  an  increase  in  air  operations  at  the  training  ranges  or  in 
other  military  airspace.  The  MOAs  would  be  used  to  accomplish  military  training 
resulting  from  new  types  of  aircraft  and  new  real  world  scenarios,  such  as  rendezvous 
outside  of  a  threat  environment.  Please  see  the  response  to  comments  Section  12e 
regarding  the  rationale  for  evaluating  these  actions  separately. 

nnnnnn)  Comment:  See  Comments  TOO,  T-51,  T-52,  T-91,  T-99,  T-109,  T-113,  T-117,  T-123,  T-125,  T-151 
Response:  As  stated  in  Section  2.3.1,  existing  access  roads  and  utility  corridors  will  be  used  for 
site  development  wherever  possible.  In  general,  only  EW  and  TACTS  require  utility 
hookups;  visual  cueing  generally  involves  parking  a  vehicle  or  placing  a  stationary 
piece  of  equipment  for  pilots  to  locate  from  the  air.  Visual  cueing  devices  are  moved 
around  to  replicate  combat  scenarios  where  targets  must  be  located;  therefore,  far 
fewer  than  the  50  cueing  device  sites  will  be  in  use  at  one  time.  The  effects  of  locating 
five  EW  and  TACTS  sites  and  50  visual  cueing  device  sites  were  evaluated  in  the  EIS  as 
a  worst  case  scenario  so  as  not  to  underestimate  impacts.  The  exact  locations  of  the 
sites  are  not  known  at  this  time,  but  impacts  are  expected  to  be  as  presented  in  the 
Draft  EIS  regardless  of  where  they  are  situated  since  sensitive  resources  will  be  avoided 
and  standard  operating  procedures  for  siting  these  developments  reduces  the  effects  of 
these  developments. 

oooooo)      Comment:      See  Comment  TO  1 

Response:  Recent  court  rulings  have  indicated  that  federal  agencies  are  not  subject  to  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  Therefore,  consultation  is  not  required.  See  Newton 
County  Wildlife  Ass,  v.  Forest  Service.  113  F.  3d  110  (8th  Cir.  1997). 

pppppp)       Comment:      See  Comment  T02 

Response:  The  reasons  for  the  selection  of  the  given  alternatives  and  exclusion  of  other 
alternatives  is  expounded  in  Sections  2.2.2  and  2.2.3  of  the  EIS. 

qqqqqq)       Comment:      See  Comment  TO 3 

Response:  The  proposed  action  of  this  EIS  only  considers  land  withdrawals  related  to  training 
and  safety  at  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  Under  the  proposed  action  of  this  EIS, 
no  changes  to  airspace  or  air  training  are  proposed.  Therefore,  the  primary  focus  of 
the  EIS  is  on  land-based  resources  and  issues  in  Churchill  County,  such  as  the  effects  of 
the  withdrawal  on  public  use  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  lands.  As  detailed  in 
response  to  comments  Section  12e,  establishment  of  the  MOAs  will  be  evaluated  in 
site-specific  NEPA  documentation  when  they  are  formally  proposed.  This 
documentation  will  include  agency  consultation  and  public  involvement  in  the 
appropriate  regions  of  influence,  including  Eureka  County. 
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Response  to  Comments 

rrrrrr)  Comment:      See  Comment  T-34 

Response:  The  second  and  third  bullets  refer  to  training  conducted  at  the  NAS  Fallon  ranges. 
Please  see  the  response  to  comments  Section  12e  regarding  the  rationale  for  evaluating 
airspace  and  land  withdrawal  actions  separately. 

ssssss)  Comment:      See  Comment  T-36 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  2.3.2,  approximately  87,000  of  the  127,000  acres  proposed  for 
withdrawal  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  be  managed  as  Category  B  lands 
and  would  remain  open  to  multiple  uses.  The  majority  of  the  remaining  lands  are 
now  and  would  continue  to  be  closed  to  public  access  due  to  off-range  ordnance 
hazards.  It  was  the  Navy's  intent  when  formulating  their  Preferred  Alternative  to 
keep  as  much  land  open  to  public  uses,  and  therefore  minimally  disrupt  the  BLM 
mission  to  provide  for  multiple  uses.  Aircraft  operations  in  military  operation  areas 
do  not  preclude  multiple  use  of  the  land  under  the  MOAs.  Effects  of  airspace  actions 
on  public  use  of  lands  will  be  evaluated  in  separate  NEPA  documentation  once  specific 
actions  are  formally  proposed. 

tttttt)  Comment:      See  Comment  T-37 

Response:  The  proposed  action  of  this  EIS  only  considers  land  withdrawals  related  to  training 
and  safety  at  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges.  Under  the  proposed  action  of  this  EIS, 
no  changes  to  airspace  or  air  training  are  proposed.  As  the  primary  region  of  influence 
for  this  action,  impact  analysis  was  limited  to  Churchill  County.  Cumulative  effects 
analysis  of  other  regions  was  discussed  in  Chapter  5  at  a  level  of  detail  commensurate 
with  the  level  of  detail  available  for  potential  future  actions.  Socioeconomic  effects  of 
future  actions  will  be  evaluated  in  separate  NEPA  documentation  once  specific  actions 
are  formally  proposed. 

uuuuuu)       Comment:      See  Comment  T-38 

Response:  The  HAZARD  mitigation  report  outlines  areas  of  potential  ordnance  hazards 
resulting  from  air-to-ground  ordnance  delivery  training  at  the  NAS  Fallon  ranges. 
These  areas  are  proposed  for  withdrawal  as  Category  A  lands  that  would  be  closed  to 
public  access.  In  addition  to  these  lands,  the  Navy  is  requesting  the  withdrawal  of 
Category  B  lands  to  support  military  training  activities  that  the  BLM  Carson  City 
District  does  not  feel  they  have  the  authority  to  allow  under  FLPMA.  These  military 
training  activities  include  EW,  TACTS,  and  visual  cueing  device  site  development  and 
the  ground  training  portion  of  integrated  air  and  ground  training.  See  responses  to 
comments  T-29  and  T-36  above. 

www)        Comment:      See  Comment  T-45 

Response:  No  changes  to  airspace  were  considered  as  part  of  the  proposed  action;  therefore, 
airspace  relocation  over  Nellis  AFR  and  the  Nevada  Test  Site  was  not  considered. 

wwwwww)   Comment:    See  Comment  T-46 

Response:      The  military  is  required  to  control  or  own  land  under  new  restricted  airspace;  no  such 
requirement  exists  for  establishment  of  military  operation  areas. 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 

RTC-67 


xxxxxx)        Comment: 
Response: 


yyyyyy)       Comment: 
Response: 


zzzzzz) 


Comment: 
Response: 


aaaaaaa)        Comment: 
Response: 


Response  to  Comments 


See  Comment  T-47 

The  EIS  does  not  propose  to  withdraw  land  or  designate  airspace  in  central  Nevada. 
Establishment  of  airspace  is  discussed  in  Chapter  5  as  a  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
action.  Alternative  airspace  designation  will  be  evaluated  in  separate  NEPA 
documentation  once  a  specific  action  is  formally  proposed. 

See  Comment  T-48 

Three  rounds  of  base  closure  and  realignment  decisions  have  resulted  in  the  closure  of 
many  western  military  facilities.  Base  closure  decisions  have  resulted  in  the 
realignment  of  training  missions  to  facilities,  such  as  NAS  Fallon,  that  were  not  slated 
for  closure.  This  has  made  NAS  Fallon  and  the  Fallon  Range  Training  Complex  more 
strategically  important  for  the  combat  readiness  of  the  Navy.  The  purpose  and  need 
of  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  are  stated  in  Sections  1.3  and  1.4  of  the  EIS. 

See  Comment  T-49 

Closure  of  B-16  without  the  concurrent  establishment  of  a  comparable  training  range 
and  associated  airspace  would  conflict  with  the  mission  of  NAS  Fallon,  as  discussed  in 
the  bulleted  items  listed  prior  to  the  one  referenced.  In  addition  to  these  reasons, 
closure  of  B-16  would  affect  other  DOD  facilities  that  use  B-16  to  accomplish  portions 
of  their  training  missions.  Taken  together,  it  is  not  feasible  for  NAS  Fallon  to  close  B- 
16  at  this  time. 

See  Comment  T-50 

The  majority  of  the  training  performed  at  NAS  Fallon  is  not  a  one-day  training 
evolution;  rather,  units  come  to  NAS  Fallon  and  train  over  an  extended  period  of 
time,  using  NAS  Fallon  accommodations  and  NAS  Fallon  maintenance  personnel  and 
facilities.  They  fly  from  the  air  station  to  the  training  ranges  on  a  daily  basis  and  not 
from  their  home  facility.  Training  functions  that  use  B-16  come  from  various  bases 
with  the  goal  of  training  in  the  Fallon  Range  Training  Complex  (FRTC)  and  only  use 
B-16  if  the  commodore  airspace  (airspace  associated  with  B-17,  B-19,  and  B-20)  is 
occupied  by  carrier  air  wing  training. 

As  discussed  in  Section  2.2.3,  replacement  of  B-16  requires  a  dedicated  range  at  which 
the  Navy  could  train  when  the  FRTC  is  full.  The  Nellis  Air  Force  Range  is  a  testing 
and  evaluation  range  with  testing  being  the  primary  mission.  The  testing  mission 
takes  priority  .over  other  activities  including  Air  Force  training.  An  operations 
mission  prioritizes  the  training  aspect.  Nellis  currently  has  EW  sites,  but  that  does  not 
mean  that  NAS  Fallon  could  be  scheduled  into  their  current  mission  priorities;  Nellis 
could  not  accommodate  the  levels  of  training  currently  conducted  at  B-16  with  their 
own  busy  schedule. 

The  political  climate  of  downsizing  has  resulted  in  the  closure  of  multiple  DOD 
facilities  throughout  the  United  States.  One  effect  of  these  closures  is  the 
consolidation  of  mission  activities  to  the  facilities  that  have  remained  open.  Regardless 
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bbbbbbb)     Comment: 
Response: 


ccccccc)        Comment: 
Response: 


ddddddd)     Comment: 
Response: 


eeeeeee)        Comment: 
Response: 


fffffff)  Comment: 

Response: 


ggggggg)       Comment: 
Response: 


Response  to  Comments 

of  whether  training  is  downsized,  with  fewer  DOD  facilities  available  for  training,  no 
decrease  in  training  would  likely  be  expected  to  occur  at  NAS  Fallon  and  other 
remaining  regional  ranges. 

See  Comment  T-56 

The  chaff  survey  conducted  by  NAS  Fallon  (US  Navy  1995a)  found  higher 
concentrations  of  chaff  debris  near  Dixie  Valley  Road  and  in  the  northwest  corner  of 
the  Dixie  Valley  area  proposed  withdrawal  boundary  (under  the  Preferred 
Alternative).  These  concentrations  included  caps  and  a  chaff  bundle  that  failed  to 
disperse,  not  high  concentrations  of  dispersed  chaff.  The  least  amount  of  chaff  debris 
was  found  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  proposed  Dixie  Valley  area  withdrawal 
boundary.  Table  3-11  in  Section  3.13  shows  the  results  of  off-range  ordnance  surveys 
conducted  in  1989  and  1990.  The  Navy  does  not  feel  that  there  is  a  significant  public 
safety  hazard  from  unspent  practice/inert  ordnance.  Areas  that  pose  a  serious  public 
safety  concern  are  proposed  for  withdrawal  under  Category  A  status. 

See  Comment  T-57 

No  restrictions  to  property  rights  are  proposed  for  Category  B  lands.  Mitigation  for 
restrictions  on  Category  A  lands  are  discussed  under  each  separate  resource  in  Section 
4.2  and  in  response  to  comment  Section  6. 

See  Comment  T-59 

The  effects  of  locating  five  EW  or  TACTS  sites  and  50  visual  cueing  device  sites  were 
evaluated  in  Chapter  4  of  the  EIS.  The  exact  locations  of  the  sites  are  not  known  at 
this  time,  but  impacts  are  expected  to  be  as  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS  regardless  of 
where  they  are  situated  since  sensitive  resources  will  be  avoided.  The  impacts  of 
potential  restrictions  on  Category  B  lands  are  discussed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  EIS  under 
each  resource  area,  as  applicable. 

See  Comment  T-60 

The  effects  of  electromagnetic  radiation  from  EW  site  operation,  detailed  in  Section 
4.2.13,  were  not  found  to  be  harmful  due  to  the  low  emission  level,  fencing  around  the 
sites,  and  warning  lights  when  the  site  is  operational. 

See  Comment  T-61 

It  is  the  Navy's  position  that  the  BLM  is  better  equipped  to  handle  the  management  of 
grazing  than  the  Navy.  However,  Congress  ultimately  will  decide  which  agency 
manages  Category  B  lands.  There  is  a  precedent  for  the  BLM  to  assist  in  management 
of  public  lands  withdrawn  by  DOD  entities  (e.g.,  lands  withdrawn  at  Nellis  Air  Force 
Range  under  Public  Law  99-606). 

See  Comment  T-62 

The  authority  to   revise  existing   mining  laws   resides  with   Congress;   revision   of 

provisions  of  existing  mining  laws  has  historical  precedent  with  other  military  land 

withdrawals. 
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hhhhhhh)    Comment: 
Response: 


jjjjjjj) 


Comment: 
Response: 


Comment: 
Response: 


kkkkkkk)    Comment: 
Response: 
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See  Comment  T-63 

The  Navy  will  be  notified  of  plans  to  ensure  that  the  development  would  not  pose 

safety  risks  for  pilots  or  the  public. 

See  Comment  T-64 

The  BLM  is  best  equipped  to  handle  the  issuance  of  easements  and  rights-of-way  with 

consultation  by  the  Navy  to  ensure  public  and  pilot  safety. 

See  Comment  T-65,  T-66 

The  road  designations  specified  are  commonly  used  and  familiar  to  those  interested  in 

the  Navy's  proposed  action. 

See  Comment  T-70,  T-71,  T-72 

No  impacts  to  biological  resources  are  expected  from  EW  and  TACTS  site 
development.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.2.3,  siting  of  EW,  TACTS,  visual  cueing  sites, 
and  ground  training  areas  will  avoid  sensitive  habitats  as  identified  by  biological 
surveys  conducted  prior  to  site  construction  or  activity.  If  habitat  for  sensitive  species 
is  identified,  the  sites  or  activities  would  be  relocated. 

See  Comment  T-73 

While  the  proposed  action  would  not  involve  any  changes  in  aircraft  flight  activity  at 
NAS  Fallon,  effects  of  overflight  are  discussed  in  Section  4.2.3.  As  stated  in  Section 
4.2.3.1,  ground  training  would  have  no  significant  adverse  effects  to  wildlife,  including 
birds.  Recent  court  rulings  have  indicated  that  federal  agencies  are  not  subject  to  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  Therefore,  consultation  is  not  required.  See  Newton 
County  Wildlife  Ass,  v.  Forest  Service,  113  F.  3d  110  (8th  Cir.  1997). 


mmmmmmm)    Comment:  See  Comment  T-74 

Response:  Noise  contours  for  ranges  B-17  and  B-19  are  shown  on  Figure  1-6.  Because  flight 
operations  at  B-16  have  changed  since  the  source  of  this  figure  was  generated,  B-16 
noise  contours  are  shown  in  Figure  5-4.  Rather  than  repeat  information,  these 
figures  are  incorporated  by  reference  in  Section  3.5.  Apart  from  the  residential  areas 
around  B-16  shown  on  Figure  5-4,  lands  around  training  ranges  do  not  contain 
sensitive  land  uses. 


1111111) 


Comment: 
Response: 


I 
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nnnnnnn)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-76,  T-102,  T-103 

Helicopters  are  used  in  some  integrated  air  and  ground  training  events.  The  intent  of 
ground  training  is  covert  insertion  of  troops  to  retrieve  downed  personnel  or  to 
demobilize  an  enemy  target;  areas  with  the  tendency  to  be  populated,  such  as  roads, 
would  therefore  be  avoided.  In  addition,  most  Navy  use  would  occur  on  the 
weekdays.  For  this  reason,  no  startle  effects  to  passing  motorists  would  occur. 
Ground  training  will  occur  at  dispersed  locations  throughout  the  withdrawal  area;  the 
only  land  use  in  that  area  is  undeveloped  and  unpopulated  public  land.  To  avoid 
startle  effects  to  recreationists  that  may  be  utilizing  the  area,  mitigation  has  been  added 
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to  the  recreation  section  of  the  Final  EIS  to  note  that  educational  materials  describing 
Navy  training  activities  will  be  provided  to  local  BLM,  BUREC,  and  NDOW  offices 
for  dispersal  to  the  public  upon  request.  Please  see  response  above  regarding  maps  and 
land  uses. 


ooooooo)     Comment:       See  Comment  1-77 

Response:        The  text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 


ppppppp)    Comment: 
Response: 


qqqqqqq)     Comment: 
Response: 


rrrrrrr) 
sssssss) 


Comment: 
Response: 

Comment: 
Response: 


ttttttt) 


Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-78,  T-86,  T-126 

The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  the  EIS  is  a  public  land  withdrawal;  no  changes  to 
use  or  designation  of  airspace  are  proposed.  For  this  reason,  the  affected  environment 
description  is  limited  to  land-based  resources  that  could  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
action.  Since  the  proposed  action  would  not  affect  commercial  airlines,  revenues  from 
airline  tax  are  not  described  in  this  section.  Inclusion  of  this  information  has  been 
added  to  Chapter  5,  but  cannot  be  quantitatively  assessed  based  on  the  existing  level  of 
detail  of  proposed  and  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace-related  actions.  Effects  of 
airspace  actions  on  revenues  will  be  evaluated  in  separate  NEPA  documentation  once 
specific  actions  are  formally  proposed. 

See  Comment  T-79 

Tax  revenues  generated  by  NAS  Fallon  cannot  be  accurately  compared  to  potential  tax 
revenues  generated  from  mining  because  mining  revenues  are  generated  by  computer 
model  and  therefore  speculative.  In  addition,  tax  revenues  alone  do  not  portray  the 
economic  benefits  generated  by  NAS  Fallon  in  the  form  of  goods  and  services 
purchased  by  NAS  Fallon  personnel  and  other  indirect  economic  effects.  It  is  highly 
unlikely  that  mining-related  revenues  would  come  close  to  equaling  economic  benefits 
derived  from  NAS  Fallon. 

See  Comment  T-80 

The  text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 

See  Comment  T-82 

This  phrase  has  been  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS.  Table  3-11  presents  the  results  of  the 
1989  and  1990  ordnance  sweeps,  including  number  of  items  found.  Inclusion  of  the 
number  of  off-range  ordnance  mishaps  that  have  occurred  is  not  necessary  since  these 
lands  are  closed  under  a  BLM  emergency  closure  order  and  will  remain  closed  to 
public  access  as  Category  A  lands. 

See  Comment  T-84 

As  a  result  of  the  HAZARD  report,  the  Navy  implemented  operational  changes  at  B- 
17  to  keep  the  weapons  footprints  within  the  proposed  withdrawal  boundaries,  as 
indicated  in  the  NAS  Fallon  Range  Users  Manual. 
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uuuuuuu)     Comment:      See  Comment  T-85 

Response:  Range  safety  zones  are  discussed  in  Section  1.4.  The  proposed  action  would  not  result 
in  any  changes  to  aircraft  flight  operations  and  would  therefore  not  affect  existing 
range  safety  zone  designations. 

wwvw)      Comment:      See  Comment  T-87 

Response:        Text  has  been  added  as  suggested. 


wwwwwww)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-89 

Only  lands  south  of  Highway  50  are  being  withdrawn  for  safety  reasons  and  have 

been  designated  Category  A,  closed  to  public  access.    Other  lands  referenced  are 

being  withdrawn  for  training  reasons  and  are  designated  Category  B,  open  to  public 

use. 


s 


xxxxxxx)      Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-90 

Recent  court  rulings  have  indicated  that  federal  agencies  are  not  subject  to  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  Therefore,  this  significance  criteria  has  not  be  added  to 
the  section  referenced  in  the  comment. 


yyyyyyy)     Comment: 
Response: 


zzzzzzz)       Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-92 

As  stated  in  Section  4.2.2,  Mitigation,  holders  of  existing  valid  water  rights  will  be 

compensated  subject  to  congressional  authorization  and  approval. 

See  Comment  T-93 

No  impact  to  migratory  birds  from  chaff  is  expected  because  chaff  is  not  deployed 

over  B-16  or  the  Sheckler  District. 


aaaaaaaa)      Comment: 
Response: 


bbbbbbbb)  Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-95 

While  the  proposed  action  would  not  result  in  changes  in  aircraft  overflights  at  the 
Dixie  Valley,  the  potential  effects  of  overflights  on  ungulates  are  discussed  in  Section 
4.2.3.  The  closest  antelope  management  area  is  over  50  miles  away,  though  antelope 
may  be  found  in  the  Dixie  Valley.  Figure  5  of  "Monitoring  the  Effects  of  Military  Air 
Operations  at  the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station"  (NDOW  1987)  did  not  observe  any 
antelope  in  the  Dixie  Valley.  Some  antelope  may  traverse  the  Dixie  Valley,  but  they 
are  not  prevalent. 

See  Comment  T-96 

While  the  proposed  action  would  not  involve  any  changes  in  aircraft  flight  activity  at 
NAS  Fallon,  effects  of  overflight  are  discussed  in  Section  4.2.3.  As  stated  in  Section 
4.2.3.1,  ground  training  would  have  no  significant  adverse  effects  to  wildlife,  including 
birds.  Recent  court  rulings  have  indicated  that  federal  agencies  are  not  subject  to  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  Therefore,  consultation  is  not  required.  .  See  Newton 
County  Wildlife  Ass,  v.  Forest  Service,  113  F.  3d  110  (8th  Cir.  1997). 
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cccccccc)      Comment:      See  Comment  T-97 

Response:  The  proposed  land  withdrawal  would  not  result  in  changes  to  aircraft  flight  patterns 
near  Sheckler  Reservoir.  In  addition,  recent  court  rulings  have  indicated  that  federal 
agencies  are  not  subject  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  Therefore,  no  survey  of 
migratory  birds  is  required. 


dddddddd)  Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-100 

Text  has  been  revised  as  suggested. 


eeeeeeee)      Comment:      See  Comments  T-101,  T-lll 

Response:  The  proposed  action  would  not  result  in  an  increase  in  air  operations  at  NAS  Fallon, 
as  stated  in  Chapter  1  of  the  EIS,  but  is  in  part  needed  as  a  result  of  operational 
changes.  Operational  changes  mentioned  in  the  comment  have  been  evaluated,  where 
required,  in  appropriate  NEPA  documentation  to  assess  the  effects  of  the  operational 
change. 

ffffffff)         Comment:      See  Comment  T-104 

Response:  No  significant  impacts  to  visual  resources  would  occur  from  the  development  of  EW 
and  TACTS  sites  because  the  Navy  employs  standard  mitigations  whenever  these  sites 
are  developed.  Standard  operating  procedures,  described  in  Section  4.2.6.1,  include 
using  colors  that  blend  with  the  background  and  avoiding  sensitive  viewpoints. 

gggggggg)     Comment:      See  Comment  T-105 

Response:        The  effects  of  chaff  on  wildlife  are  discussed  in  Section  4.2.3,  Biological  Resources. 

hhhhhhhh)  Comment:      See  Comment  T-106 

Response:  As  stated  in  the  Draft  EIS,  appropriate  surveys  will  be  conducted  before  each  EW  or 
TACTS  development  is  constructed  to  avoid  sensitive  resources. 

iiiiiiii)  Comment:      See  Comments  T-107,  T-l  14 

Response:        Loss  of  a  resource  in  and  of  itself  is  an  unmitigable  impact  regardless  of  compensation. 

jjjjjjjj)  Comment:      See  Comment  T-l  12 

Response:  This  issue  is  not  quantifiable,  merely  possible,  and  as  such  has  been  disclosed  in  the 
EIS. 


kkkkkkkk)  Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-l  18 

Mineral  exploration  on  Category  B  lands  would  be  managed  subject  to  existing  mining 
laws  (Mining  Act  of  1872,  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  Mineral  Lands  Act  for 
Acquired  Lands  of  1947).  As  discussed  in  Section  2.3.2.2,  the  Navy  is  proposing  the 
right  to  approve  permits  to  ensure  compatibility  with  military  operations.  The 
authority  to  revise  existing  mining  laws  resides  with  Congress;  revision  to  provisions 
of  existing  mining  laws  has  historical  precedent  with  other  military  land  withdrawals 
(PL  99-606,  Section  12(e)  and  (f)). 
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11111111)  Comment:      See  Comment  T-120 

Response:  The  average  of  30  AUMS  was  used  only  in  determining  the  approximate  number  of 
AUMs  that  would  be  affected  by  development  of  EW,  TACTS,  and  visual  cueing 
device  sites.  Given  the  small  area  that  they  will  occupy  related  to  the  total  area  of  the 
grazing  allotments,  this  estimate  is  reasonable.  In  evaluating  the  number  of  AUMs 
that  would  be  affected  by  the  closure  of  Category  A  lands  to  grazing,  actual 
productivity  rates  of  grazing  allotments  were  obtained  from  the  BLM  and  actual 
withdrawal  acreages  used  to  calculate  lost  AUMs.  The  impact  to  grazing  from  EW  and 
TACTS  site  development  is  described  in  the  first  paragraph  of  Section  4.2.11.1  and  the 
impact  to  visual  resources  is  described  in  Section  4.2.6.1  of  the  EIS. 

mmmmmmmm)  Comment:  See  Comment  T-123 

Response:  As  no  usage  data  is  available,  experience  of  NAS  Fallon  personnel  has  been  used. 
In  the  experience  of  NAS  Fallon  personnel  who  access  this  area,  few  recreational 
users  have  been  noted  and  therefore  the  number  is  not  thought  to  be  very  high 
during  the  time  training  is  occurring. 


nnnnnnnn)    Comment: 
Response: 


oooooooo)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-129 

As  discussed  in  Section  5.2,  the  primary  effects  region  is  that  area  that  could  be  directly 
affected  by  Navy  actions,  while  secondary  effects  are  those  areas  that  could  be 
indirectly  affected  by  Navy  actions.  The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  this  EIS  has  no 
direct  impact  on  central  Nevada.  The  airspace  actions  identified  in  Chapter  5  are  only 
reasonably  foreseeable  and  not  yet  under  formal  environmental  review.  Specific 
details  are  not  available  on  the  actions;  therefore,  only  a  broad  level  of  analysis  is 
provided. 

See  Comments  T-130,  T-133,  T-144 

Airspace  is  not  withdrawn,  it  is  designated.  No  land  withdrawals  are  proposed  at  this 
time  for  land  under  the  reasonably  foreseeable  MOAs.  If  future  sites  would  be 
required,  they  would  be  evaluated  in  site-specific  NEPA  documentation  as  discussed  in 
Section  5.-6.  Such  sites  are  not  required  for  training  conducted  at  the  NAS  Fallon 
existing  training  ranges  or  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action. 


PPPPPPPP)    Comment:    See  Comment  T-131 

Response:      Towns  have  been  added  as  suggested  and  road  designations  added. 


qqqqqqqq)     Comment:     See  Comment  T-132 

Response:  Because  of  the  scale  of  the  map,  towns  are  not  depicted.  County  boundaries  and 
mountain  ranges  provide  a  reference  for  what  underlies  the  different  airspace 
designations  in  the  region. 

rrrrrrrr)         Comment:     See  Comments  T-134,  T-139,  T-150 

Response:  As  discussed  in  Section  5.2,  the  primary  effects  region  (Churchill  County)  is  that  area 
that  could  be  directly  affected  by  Navy  actions,  while  the  secondary  effects  region 
(Eureka  and  Pershing  Counties)  is  those  areas  that  could  be  indirectly  affected  by 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 

RTC-74 


1 

D 


I 
I 
I 

I 
1 
1 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
1 


Response  to  Comments 


Navy  actions.  The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  this  EIS  has  no  direct  impact  on 
central  Nevada.  The  airspace  actions  identified  in  Chapter  5  are  only  reasonably 
foreseeable  and  not  yet  under  formal  environmental  review.  Specific  details  are  not 
available  on  the  actions;  therefore,  only  a  broad  level  of  analysis  is  provided. 

Comment:    See  Comment  T-135 

Response:      Text  has  been  added  to  Section  5.4.2  as  suggested. 

Comment:    See  Comments  T-136,  T-140 

Response:  Section  5.4  presents  the  existing  environment,  not  environmental  effects  of  existing, 
proposed,  or  reasonably  foreseeable  actions.  The  effects  of  existing  land  withdrawals 
and  airspace  designations  are  discussed  in  Section  5.5.2.  The  potential  effects  of 
airspace  designations  on  the  resource  categories  are  presented  in  Section  5.7.3.  Effects 
of  airspace  actions  on  all  affected  resources  will  be  evaluated  in  more  detail  in  separate 
NEPA  documentation  once  specific  actions  are  formally  proposed. 


uuuuuuuu)    Comment:    See  Comment  T-137 

Response:      The  purpose  of  this  table  is  to  indicate  how  much  land  is  in  a  withdrawal  status. 


ssssssss 


tttttttt 


vwwwv)      Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-138 

Airspace  is  not  withdrawn.  Rather,  areas  are  designated  and  restrictions  may  be  placed 
on  the  airspace  between  different  flight  levels.  These  restrictions  may  preclude  the  use 
of  the  airspace  by  nonmilitary  aircraft  on  given  days  and  between  given  times.  The 
area  is  given  in  square  miles  because  that  is  the  common  measurement  used  when 
designating  airspace. 


wwwwwwww)  Comment:  See  Comment  T-141 

Response:  Figures  5-2  and  5-3  are  presented  in  part  to  provide  a  visual  reference  for  the  land  area 
covered.  This  is  a  more  meaningful  expression  than  acreages  or  percentages. 

xxxxxxxx)      Comment:    See  Comment  T-142 

Response:      The  information  has  been  added  as  suggested. 

yyyyyyyy)    Comment:    See  Comments  T-143,  T-145,  T-146,  T-147,  T-149 

Response:  The  potential  effects  have  been  included  in  Section  5.7.3  to  the  extent  that  the 
designation  and  use  of  the  airspace  MOAs  have  been  defined.  Effects  of  airspace 
actions,  including  the  issues  mentioned  in  the  comments,  will  be  evaluated  in  more 
detail  in  separate  NEPA  documentation  once  specific  actions  are  formally  proposed. 
Scoping  for  the  action  will  provide  opportunity  for  agencies  and  the  public  to  identify 
issues  of  concern  that  the  Navy  should  evaluate  in  such  NEPA  documentation. 

zzzzzzzz)       Comment:     See  Comment  T-148 

Response:  The  effects  of  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  actions  are  discussed  in  Section  5.7.3  at  a 
level  of  detail  commensurate  with  the  currently  defined  nature  of  the  actions.  Effects 
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Response  to  Comments' 

of  airspace  actions  will  be  evaluated  in  more  detail  in  separate  NEPA  documentation 
once  specific  actions  are  formally  proposed. 

Comment:     See  Comment  T-151 

Response:      Cumulative  impacts  are  discussed  at  a  level  of  detail  commensurate  with  the  level  of 
detail  available  on  proposed  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions. 


bbbbbbbbb)  Comment:    See  Comment  T-152 

Response:  Grazing  would  not  be  allowed  on  Category  A  lands.  Technically,  grazing  is  a 
preference,  not  a  right.  However,  the  Navy  will  explore  means  to  compensate  for  lost 
AUMs  pursuant  to  congressional  authorization  and  appropriation  as  stated  in  Section 
4.2.11. 

ccccccccc)      Comment:    See  Comment  T-153 

Response:  Section  5:8  discusses  the  cumulative  effects  of  proposed  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
actions  at  a  broad  level  of  detail  commensurate  with  the  details  available  on  such 
actions. 


ddddddddd)  Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  T-154,  T-155 

Appendix  D  was  included  to  provide  the  reader  more  information  on  the 
methodology  and  conclusions  of  the  HAZARD  report  described  in  Section  1.4.3.1. 
This  is  a  published  document  included  for  informational  purposes  only.  The  main 
intent  of  the  report  was  to  depict  HAZARD  boundaries,  not  area  roads. 


eeeeeeeee)      Comment:     See  Comment  JJ-5  to  JJ-7 

Response:      The  commenter's  summary  of  the  proposed  action  is  accurate. 


fffffffff)      Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  W-l 

Only  Category  A  lands  are  and  would  remain  fenced;  Category  B  lands  are  not  and 
would  not  be  fenced  except  for  the  up  to  five  EW  sites.  Technically,  grazing  is  a 
preference,  not  a  right.  However,  the  Navy  has  the  latitude  to  compensate  for  lost 
AUMs  on  a  case-by-case  basis  pursuant  to  congressional  authorization  and 
appropriation  as  stated  in  Section  4.2.11. 


ggggggggg)     Comment:    See  Comment  W-2 

Response:      As  stated  in  Section  4.2.2,  lost  water  rights  and  developments  on  Category  A  lands 
would  be  compensated  subject  to  congressional  authorization  and  appropriation. 

hhhhhhhhh)   Comment:  See  Comment  XX-3 

Response:    Frenchman  Flat  is  located  on  Category  B  lands;  no  restrictions  to  grazing  are  proposed 
under  this  land  use  management  category. 

iiiiiiiii)  Comment:     See  Comment  YY-1 

Response:      The  proposed  action  does  not  propose  any  changes  to  the  Navy's  streamlined  process 
of  handling  damage  claims. 
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jjjjjjjjj)  Comment:  See  Comment  EEE-2 

Response:  Overflight  areas  are  Category  B  and  designated  for  military  and  public  uses. 

kkkkkkkkk)   Comment:  See  Comment  III-2 

Response:  Category  B  lands  would  remain  open  for  continued  public  access  and  use. 


111111111)  Comment:  See  Comment  JJJ-1 

Response:  The  proposed  withdrawal  does  not  involve  changes  to  existing  aircraft  operations. 
Effects  of  any  actions  proposed  in  regard  to  designation  of  the  Smokey,  Diamond,  and 
Duckwater  MOAs,  discussed  in  Section  5.7.3,  will  be  evaluated  in  separate  NEPA 
documentation  once  specific  actions  are  formally  proposed. 

mmmmmmmmm)  Comment:  See  Comment  JJJ-2 

Response:  This  area  is  outside  of  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  area;  the  Navy  is  only 
considering  compensation,  subject  to  congressional  authorization  and  approval, 
for  lands  affected  by  this  proposal. 

nnnnnnnnn)   Comment:  See  Comment  KKK-6 

Response:    The  comment  has  been  forwarded  as  requested. 

ooooooooo)    Comment:  See  Comment  RRR-3 

Response:  No  changes  to  existing  flight  patterns  or  operations  are  proposed  as  part  of  the 
proposed  action. 

ppppppppp)    Comment:  See  Comment  RRR-4 

Response:  Wildlife  is  discussed  in  Sections  3.3  and  4.2.3  of  the  EIS  and  in  response  to  comments 
Section  13.  Chaff  is  discussed  in  Sections  4.1.3  and  4.2  of  the  EIS  and  in  response  to 
comments  Section  23.  Minerals  are  discussed  in  Sections  3.10  and  4.2.10  of  the  EIS  and 
in  response  to  comments  Section  18.  Mitigations  are  provided  for  each  resource  area 
in  Section  4.2  of  the  EIS  and  are  discussed  in  response  to  comments  Section  6. 

qqqqqqqqq)     Comment:  See  Comment  SSS-2 

Response:  Biological  resources  are  described  in  Sections  3.3  and  4.2.3  and  in  response  to 
comments  Section  13. 


sssssssss) 


Comment:  See  Comment  UUU-3 

Response:  The  B-17  training  range  is  an  integral  part  of  the  NAS  Fallon  range  training  complex 
and  is  utilized  extensively  during  carrier  air  wing  training,  as  discussed  in  Section 
1.2.2.3  of  the  EIS.  Range  utilization  data  is  presented  in  Section  1.4.2  of  the  EIS. 

Comment:  See  Comments  UUU-4  and  UUU-5 

Response:    No  changes  to  flight  patterns  or  operations  or  claim  reimbursement  are  proposed  as 

part  of  the  proposed  action.    NAS  Fallon  has  established  a  hotline,  (888)  518-9472,  to 

report  damage  from  military  activity  and  to  file  claims. 
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ttttttttt)  Comment:      See  Comment  BBBB-1 

Response:        The  commenter's  opposition  to  Navy  actions  is  noted.    American  foreign  policy  is 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  document. 

uuuuuuuuu)    Comment:      See  Comment  ITH-1 

Response:        Current  growth  patterns  are  described  in  Section  3.8.4  of  the  EIS;  however,  county 
master  plan  and  zoning  designations  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  document. 

vwvwvw)     Comment:      See  Comment  KKKK-1 

Response:        The  NEPA  process  allows  for  several  opportunities  for  public  participation  as 
described  in  Section  1.5  of  the  EIS. 


wwwwwwwww)  Comment:  See  Comment  PHF-11,  PHR-55 

Response:  Airspace  expansion  maps  were  provided  in  Chapter  5  of  the  EIS. 


xxxxxxxxx)     Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  PHF-13,  PHF-14,  PHF-15,  PHF-32 

The  warm  water  fishery  was  supported  by  the  Navy  in  verbal  communication  with 
the  Fallon  Field  Office  of  NDOW,  indicating  that  the  State  could  continue  to  use 
the  ponds  for  the  warm  water  fishery.  The  Navy  in  coordination  with  BLM  and 
NDOW  via  an  MO  A  is  currently  addressing  public  access  and  recreation  at  Horse 
Creek.  Road  and  watershed  improvements  to  rewater  the  original  streambed  at 
Horse  Creek  have  been  initiated. 


yyyyyyyyy)    Comment: 
Response: 


See  Comment  PHF-22 

The  use  of  the  existing  conditions  (level  of  flight  activity  at  time  of  preparation  of 
the  EIS)  is  appropriate  under  NEPA.  Evaluating  the  proposed  land  withdrawal 
against  any  other  baseline  would  either  overestimate  or  underestimate  the  effects  of 
the  proposed  action  on  the  natural  and  human  environment. 


zzzzzzzzz)       Comment:  See  Comment  PHF-24 

Response:  NEPA  specifies  the  incremental  approach  in  40  CFR  1508.7. 

aaaaaaaaaa)      Comment:  See  Comment  PHF-25 

Response:  The  best  available  data  have  been  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  EIS. 

bbbbbbbbbb)   Comment:  See  Comment  PHF-26 

Response:  The  commenter's  interpretation  is  correct.     The  intent  of  the  statement  was  to 
express  that  the  noise  is  a  concern  to  fewer  people  in  sparsely  populated  areas. 

cccccccccc)        Comment:  See  Comment  PHF-27 

Response:  A  small  risk  is  a  low  probability  of  incident. 
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dddddddddd)    Comment:    See  Comment  PHF-28 

Response:  The  best  available  data  were  used  in  developing  the  EIS.  No  changes  in  flight 
patterns  or  number  of  operations  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  proposed  land 
withdrawal  action. 

eeeeeeeeee)        Comment:     See  Comment  PHF-29 

Response:  The  best  available  data  were  included  in  the  EIS.  No  data  on  mortality  rates  or 
developmental  delay  were  found  unless  noted. 

ffffffffff)  Comment:    See  Comment  PHR-25 

Response:  All  major  federal  actions  require  the  preparation  of  NEPA  documentation  to 
evaluate  the  proposed  action. 

gggggggggg)      Comment:    See  Comment  PHR-35 

Response:      Ground  training  is  described  in  Section  2.3.1  and  evaluated  in  Section  4.2  of  the  EIS. 

hhhhhhhhhh)  Comment:    See  Comment  PHR47 

Response:  The  commenter's  friend's  opinion  is  noted.  However,  the  most  accurate  source  of 
information  regarding  the  necessity  of  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  is  the 
Department  of  the  Navy  and  NAS  Fallon  command. 

iiiiiiiiii)  Comment:     See  Comment  PHR-54 

Response:      All  chaff  documents  referenced  in  the  Final  EIS  are  available  from  NAS  Fallon. 

ijjjijjjjj)  Comment:    See  Comment  PHR-56 

Response:  Text  has  been  added  in  Sections  1.2.2.3  and  3.8.1.4  to  describe  the  existing 
environment  of  the  shoal  site. 

kkkkkkkkkk)  Comment:    See  Comment  PFIR-74 

Response:  Existing  air  operations  are  not  the  subject  of  this  EIS.  The  purpose  and  need  of  the 
proposed  action  are  described  in  Sections  1.3  and  1.4. 

27.  Support  for  the  Proposed  Land  Withdrawal 

a)     Comment:    The  Navy  should  be  allowed  to  withdraw  land  as  requested. 

References:    Comments  N-l,  O-l,  P-l,  Z2-1,  AAA-1,  BBB-1,  CCC-1,  DDD-1,  EEE-1,  EEE-2,  FFF-1,  PHF- 

1,  PHF-41,  PHF-46,  PHR-45,  PHR-62,  PHR-63,  PHR-64,  PHR-65,  PrIR-78 
Response:      The  commenters'  support  of  the  Navy's  proposed  land  withdrawal  and  military  training 

activity  is  noted. 

28.  Opposition  to  Navy  Actions 

a)      Comment:     The  Navy  should  not  be  allowed  to  withdraw  land. 

References:    Comments  Z-4,  MM-16,  OO-l,  GGG-1,  HHH-1,  HHH-2,  HHH-6,  III-l,  III-4,  LLL-1,  NNN- 
1,  OOO-l,  PPP-1,  QQQ-1,  RRR-1,  SSS-1,  BBBB-1,  HHHH-1,  PHR-41,  PHR-57 
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Response:      The  commenters'  opposition  to  the  Navy's  proposed  land  withdrawal  is  noted. 

b)     Comment:     The  Navy  should  not  be  allowed  to  establish  additional  airspace  over  central  Nevada. 

References:  Comments  NN-9,  LLL-1,  RRR-2,  TTT-1,  XXX- 1,  YYY-1,  ZZZ-1,  DDDD-1,  AAAA-1,  BBBB- 
1,  EEEE-1 

Response:  The  commenters'  opposition  to  the  Navy's  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  designations  is 
noted.  The  proposed  action  evaluated  in  the  EIS  does  not  propose  any  changes  to  existing 
flight  operations.  If  any  airspace  actions  are  formally  proposed,  they  will  be  evaluated  in  site- 
specific  NEPA  documentation 

29.  Miscellaneous  and  Other  Comments 

a)  Comment:    The  necessity  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  is  questionable  given  the  disappearance  of  the  Soviet 

threat  and  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.   The  Air  Force  actions  in  Kuwait  showed  that  they  have 

sufficient  lands  and  airspace  to  carry  out  any  mission.    The  Navy  did  their  assigned  mission 

without  being  hampered  by  the  amount  of  their  existing  lands. 
References:    Comments  Z-3,  BB-9,  HH-1,  PHR-24,  PHR-30,  PHR-59 
Response:      Comment  noted.  As  stated  in  Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Need,  military  tactics  are  constantly 

changing  and  require  proactive  responses  to  maintain  military  combat  readiness. 

b)  Comment:    The  Draft  EIS  indicates  that  NATO  allies  will  be  using  NAS  Fallon.   Public  lands  should  not 

be  removed  from  public  use  while  foreign  powers  train  there. 
References:    Comments  BB-5,  PFTF-5,  PHF-40 
Response:      Use  of  the  Navy  ranges  by  non-Navy  forces  is  an  ongoing  activity  coordinated  with  the 

Department  of  Defense.  American  foreign  policy  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document. 

c)  Comment:    No  known  harm  to  civilians  has  occurred  in  the  last  20  years  caused  by  military  activities  on 

lands  surrounding  the  training  ranges. 
References:    Comments  BB-10,  PrTF-9 
Response:      The  BLM's  position  is  that  Category  A  lands  present  an  unacceptable  level  of  risk  to  the  public 

and  therefore  must  be  closed  to  public  access. 

d)  Comment:    With   military   downsizing,   more  accurate  weapons,   and  smart   bombs   it   is   difficult  to 

understand  why  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  continually  want  more  land. 

References:    Comments  CC-1,  00-8 

Response:  Three  rounds  of  base  closure  and  realignment  decisions  have  resulted  in  the  closure  of  many 
western  military  facilities.  Base  closure  decisions  have  resulted  in  the  realignment  of  training 
missions  to  facilities,  such  as  NAS  Fallon,  that  were  not  slated  for  closure.  This  has  made  NAS 
Fallon  and  the  Fallon  Range  Training  Complex  more  strategically  important  for  the  combat 
readiness  of  the  Navy.  Expansions  of  base  population  and  mission  require  additional  resources. 
The  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  are  stated  in  Sections  1.3  and  1.4  of  the 
EIS. 
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e)  Comment:     CEQ  regulations  direct  the  preparation  of  EISs  as  a  decision-making  tool  required  to  include  all 

reasonable  alternatives  and  the  alternative  of  no  action.    The  Draft  EIS,  as  well  as  other  EISs, 

dismisses  the  No  Action  Alternative,  as  unreasonable.   This  appears  to  represent  a  justification 

of  a  decision  that  has  already  been  made. 
References:    Comment  HH-12 
Response:      The    No    Action    Alternative    inequitably    does    not    meet    the    needs    of    Navy    training 

requirements,  as  described  in  Sections  2.2.1  and  2.2.2;  therefore,  it  is  unreasonable  as  a  land 

withdrawal  alternative. 

f)  Comment:     With  the  end  of  the  Cold  War  and  closure  of  bases  in  more  populated  areas,  training  operations 

have  been  transferred  to  more  politically  weak  areas  of  the  country.  The  time  has  come  to 
legally  regain  access  to  public  lands  closed  for  military  uses. 

References:    Comment  HH-13 

Response:  Base  closure  and  realignment  decisions  are  made  at  the  Congressional  level.  Three  rounds  of 
base  closure  and  realignment  decisions  have  resulted  in  the  closure  of  many  western  military 
facilities,  including  five  Naval  facilities  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  alone.  Base  closure 
decisions  have  resulted  in  the  realignment  of  training  missions  to  facilities,  such  as  NAS  Fallon, 
that  were  not  slated  for  closure. 

g)  Comment:    The  issue  of  land  use  conflicts  caused  by  expanding  City  of  Fallon  and  NAS  Fallon  populations 

should  have  been  evaluated  prior  to  base  closure  and  realignment  decisions  and  prior  to  transfer 

of  realigned  programs,  such  as  Top  Gun. 
References:    Comment  NN-5 
Response:      Closure  decisions,   made  at  the  Congressional  level,   are  exempt  from  NEPA;   however, 

realignment  decisions  must  undergo  NEPA  analysis.     The  realignment  of  Top  Gun  was 

analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Assessment  prepared  in  1994  and  cited  in  the  Draft  EIS  reference 

list  (Chapter  7)  as  US  Navy  1994. 

h)  Comment:  The  Navy  and  its  pilots  are  historically  callous  to  those  under  its  airspace,  behavior  which  is 
played  off  due  to  pilot  personality  or  immaturity.  Pilot  actions  should  be  tracked  and 
disciplinary  action  taken  when  necessary  to  prevent  such  behavior.  If  pilots  were  accountable 
and  obeyed  the  rules,  then  living  under  them  would  be  more  bearable. 

References:    Comments  NN-9,  PHF-43,  PHR-58 

Response:  Most  training  is  tracked  and  recorded  to  allow  for  evaluation  of  training  scenarios.  The  Navy 
is  attempting  to  place  additional  Tracking  Instrumentation  Subsystem  (TIS)  sites  to  aid  in  pilot 
safety  and  accountability.  Disciplinary  actions  are  a  military  matter. 

i)  Comment:  The  Navy  should  not  destroy  more  property  in  the  Dixie  Valley  or  be  allowed  to  take  a 
beautiful  part  of  Nevada  away  from  citizens.  Despite  promises  to  the  contrary,  the  Navy's  use 
of  this  area  would  destroy  hunting  and  ultimately  result  in  restrictions  or  prohibitions  on 
access  as  has  happened  in  other  areas  of  Nevada. 

References:    Comments  00-4,  00-5,  MMM-1 

Response:  Recreation  and  access  impacts  are  discussed  in  Section  4.2.12  and  in  response  to  comments 
Section  20.  Dixie  Valley  lands  would  be  designated  Category  B  and  would  remain  open  to 
public  access  and  use. 
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j)  Comment:  With  implementation  of  the  BRAC  closure  process,  NAS  Fallon  has  enjoyed  significant 
expansion  in  recent  years.  With  this  expansion  the  question  remains  whether  growth  at  NAS 
Fallon  can  be  accomplished  in  a  sustainable  way  that  does  not  jeopardize  environmental  quality 
of  the  region. 

References:    Comment  PUR- 12 

Response:  Closure  actions  are  exempt  from  NEPA  analysis,  but  realignment  actions  must  undergo  NEPA 
evaluation  to  determine  the  effects  of  the  realignment  on  the  human  and  natural  environment. 
For  example,  the  realignment  of  Top  Gun  was  analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Assessment 
prepared  in  1994. 

k)     Comment:     The  BLM  is  a  cooperating  agency  but  was  not  represented  at  the  public  hearings. 
References:    Comment  PFTF-19 
Response:      The  commenter's  statement  is  noted.   The  proposed  action  is  a  Navy  action,  and  therefore  the 

BLM  elected  not  to  be  pan  of  the  presentation.     BLM  personnel  did  attend  the  meetings, 

however. 

1)      Comment:     The  EIS  uses  mostly  qualitative  statements  rather  than  quantitative  measurements. 
References:    Comment  PHF-23 

Response:  The  nature  of  the  resources  being  studied  lends  itself  to  qualitative  analyses.  Where  it  is 
possible  to  use  quantitative  analyses,  such  as  with  air  quality,  such  analysis  has  been  employed. 

m)    Comment:    All  of  the  studies  are  funded  by  the  government  and  therefore  include  confirmation  biases. 

References:    Comment  PfiF-30 

Response:  Many  studies  are  funded  by  the  government,  though  not  necessarily  by  the  same  entity  that  is 
conducting  the  activity.  For  example,  NDOW  conducted  a  study  in  1989  to  monitor  the 
effects  of  NAS  Fallon  air  operations  of  the  biota  of  Nevada,  and  the  General  Accounting  Office 
is  conducting  a  survey  on  chaff  use  by  the  military. 

n)     Comment:    Navy  air  operations  are  disruptive  to  residents  of  central  Nevada  and  are  a  concern  of  these 

residents. 
References:    Comments  PHF-35,  PHR-19 
Response:      The  commenter's  statement  is  noted.  Any  significant  changes  in  NAS  Fallon  operations  would 

undergo  NEPA  evaluation.    For  instance,  the  Supersonic  Operations  Area  EIS,  completed  in 

1985,  evaluated  all  NAS  Fallon  airspace. 

o)     Comment:    It  seems  that  new  technology  would  require  less  land,  not  more.     If  new  technology  will 
continue  to  require  more  and  more  public  land,  then  the  Navy  will  continue  to  request  more 
and  more  land  for  withdrawal. 
References:    Comment  PHR-76 
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Response  to  Comments 


Response:  New  technologies  result  in  the  need  to  use  land  differently,  not  necessarily  in  the  need  for  more 
land.  NAS  Fallon  training  uses  the  original  training  range  land  withdrawal  footprints,  which 
were  withdrawn  in  1953.  Training  has  evolved  significantly  since  1953,  using  a  far  different 
type  of  aircraft  and  new  electronic  tracking  technology.  As  the  Navy  has  not  requested  land 
withdrawals  at  the  training  ranges  since  1953,  it  is  not  foreseeable  that  requests  for  additional 
land  would  occur  with  any  frequency. 
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REGION  IX 
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*"#*'  7S  Hawthorne  Street 

San  Francisco,  GA  94105-3901 
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Mr.  Sara  Dennis 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066-0720 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  received  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  proposed  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training 
Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Fallon,  Churchill  County,  Nevada.  Our  review  is  based 
on  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  NEPA  Implementation  Regulations  (40  CPR  Parts  1500-1 508),  and  Section  309  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  (CAA). 

The  U.S.  Navy  proposes  to  withdraw  federally  administered  public  land  adjacent  to  the  NAS 
Fallon  Range  Training  Complex  (FRTC)  in  Churchill  County,  Nevada,  According  to  the  Navy, 
the  withdrawal  would  not  cause  an  increase  in  air  operations  or  increase  the  size  of  the  impact 
areas  within  the  ranges,  but  is  designed  to  improve  the  training  conditions  and  to  increase  control 
and  management  of  safety  buffers  and  areas  where  off-range  ordnance  has  been  found.  Lands 
proposed  for  withdrawal  are  currently  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  and  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Three  action  alternatives  are  evaluated  in  detail  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  alternatives  would 
withdraw  between  127,365  and  1 89,080  acres  of  public  land.  In  addition,  all  lands  known  to  be 
contaminated  or  having  the  potential  to  be  contaminated  with  off-range  ordnance  would  be 
withdrawn  under  ali  action  alternatives.  Withdrawn  ianus  would  he  designated  as  Category  A, 
Exclusive  Navy  Use,  Potential  Ordnance  Hazard;  or  Category  B,  Navy  and  Public  Use,  Limited 
Land  Use  Conflicts.  Category  A  lands  would  include  approximately  40,000  acres  under  each 
alternative;  Category  B  lands  would  comprise  the  remainder,  Four  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
project  are  discussed  briefly  but  rejected  for  not  meeting  the  Navy's  statetf  purpose  and  need.  A 
No  Action  Alternative  is  fully  analyzed  as  well. 

Based  upon  our  review,  we  have  rated  the  EIS  EC-2,  Environmental  Concerns  -  Insufficient 
Information  (see  attached  Summary  of  the  EPA  Rating  System).  This  rating  reflects  our 
conclusion  mat  the  Final  EIS  should  provide  additional  information  on  several  issues,  including 
noise,  chaff  and  ordnance  concerns.  Our  detailed  comments  are  enclosed. 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  project  and  request  that  you 
provide  this  office  (mail  code  CMD-2)  with  one  copy  of  tho  Final  EIS  at  the  same  time  it  is  filed 
with  our  Washington,  D.C.  office.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  wish  to  discuss  any  aspect  of  our 
comments,  please  contact  roe  at  (4.15)  744-1584  or  Jeff  PbiUtber  of  my  staff  at  (415)  744-1574. 

Sincerely, 


J2vppW«o 


f« 


David  J.  Rural,  Chief 
Federal  Activities  Office 


flJc:3466£Un.ds.jp 

Attachments  (2) 

CC:     Mr.  Tad  Williams,  Tribal  Council,  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe 
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NEPA 

1.  Page  2-10:  The  Draft  EIS  range  of  alternatives  does  not  provide  a  wide  margin  of  flexibility 
for  decisionmakers  to  use  in  choosing,  or  perhaps  crafting,  an  alternative  that  best  meets  the 
Navy's  stated  purpose  and  need  while  minimizing  the  controversial  and  environmentally 
degrading  components  of  the  project  All  three  action  alternatives  propose  land  withdrawals 
that  vary  in  size  by  up  to  (approximately)  23  percent  Because  the  smallest  of  these  similar 
proposed  land  withdrawals  is  also  the  preferred  alternative,  the  public  and  decisionmakers  are         a  . 
not  left  with  any  options  that  might  reduce  the  scale  or  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed 
action.  This  is  not  in  keeping  wilh  40  CER  1502.14,  which  requires  the  lead  agency  io 
"rigorously  explore  and  objectively  -jvaluaie  all  reasonable  alternatives"  to  provide  "a  clear 
basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the  public." 

For  example,  range  B-19  borders  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  and  would  be 
expanded  (through  withdrawal)  under  all  three  action  alternatives.  However,  the  only  options 
for  that  expansion  include  withdrawing  additional  lands  along  the  border  af  the  reservation- 
east  and  west  of  Range  B-19--rather  than  north  of  the  existing  range  and  away  from  the 
reservation.  Providing  such  an  option  might  allow  for  reduced  project-related  impacts  to 
Walker  River  tribal  members  who  may  already  be  affected  by  air  and  ground  activities  at  the 
range.  Similarly,  alternatives  should  be  considered  for  Range  B-16  which  withdraw  lands 
south  and  east  of  the  range,  thus  minimizing  potential  new  impacts  to  the  residents  near 
Sheckler  Reservoir  and  the  City  of  Fallon. 

Project  Description  /  Purpose  and  Need 

1.  Page  1-18:  The  Draft  EIS  reports  that  the  probabilities  of  a  person  being  struck  by  falling 
ordnance  or  a  "dropped  object"  from  an  aircraft  are  1:10"  and  1:101S,  respectively.  The 
analysis  contains  an  admission  that  "this  generated  analysis  does  not  account  for  proximity  to 
training  ranges  or  airfields."  The  Final  EIS  should  provide  additional  information  to  make 
this  information  meaningful.  For  example,  the  parameters  of  those  statistical  probabilities 
should  be  defined,  such  as  what  population  is  considered  (Churchill  County,  U.S.,  or  world' 
wide),  the  source  of  ordnance  and  "dropped  objects"  (NAS  Fallon-originated  sorties  or  all 
U.S.  or  world-wide  aircraft).  If  risk-related  information  relevant  to  the  areas  close  to  the 
training  ranges  and  airfields  is  available,  that  information  should  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

2.  Page  2-6:  Table  2-1,  Comparison  of  Alternatives  by  Acreage,  should  include  figures  for 

Category  A  and  B  lands  in  the  Final  EIS .  A~  3 


A-2. 


A-3 


A-  + 
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Cumulative  and  Indirect  Impacts 

1.   Page  4-29:  According  to  the  Draft  EIS,  mitigation  to  compensate  mining  interests  which 
would  be  deprived  of  patented  mining  claims  by  the  proposed  project  would  include  Navy 
exploration  of  "means  to  compensate  the  holders"  of  such  claims  and  patents.  The  Final  EIS 
should  provide  more  specific  information  about  this  proposed  mitigation.  If  measures  would         A'  Co 
include  the  granting  of  new  mining  claims  in  other  areas,  the  potential  secondary  or  "indirect" 
impacts  of  new  mining  in  those  areas  should  be  discussed  in  this  EIS  pursuant  to  40  CFR 
1508.8(b). 

Noise/Land  Use  Compatibility 

1 .  Page  1  -4:  Figure  I- 1 ,  location  ofNAS  Fallon  and  the  FRTC,  should  illustrate  the  entire 

Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  or,  at  least,  indicate  that  the  majority  of  the  Reservation's  A "  7 

lands  extend  into  Mineral  and  Lyon  Counties. 

2 .  Page  3-19;  The  Draf I  EIS  provides  noise  contour  mapping  for  NAS  Fall  on-related  activities 
based  on  an  updated  1982  RAICUZ  (Range  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zones)  study 
(refer  to  Figure  1-6,  RAICUZ  Study:  Range  Safety  Zones  and  Noise  Zones).  Similar  mapping 
is  not  provided  for  projected  impacts  under  the  proposed  reuse  alternatives,  with  the 
exception  of  related  modeling  conducted  for  Range  B-16  (refer  to  page  5-31).  Because  the 
proposed  withdrawal  areas  would  be  opened  up  to  air-  and  ground-based  training  exercises, 
we  would  expect  that  the  noise  contours  would  shift  and  expose  new  areas  to  heightened 
noise  levels.  This  information  should  be  mapped  and  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

3.  Page  3-21:  The  Draft  EIS  identities  that  NAS  Fallon-related  aircraft  noise  are  responsible  for 
noise  problems  to  "residents  north  of  B-16  and  west  of  the  City  of  Fallon."  This  conclusion 
is  based  on  RAICUZ  noise  contours  and  noise  complaints  from  the  identified  neighborhoods. 
It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  noise  problems  may  also  be  experienced  by  some  members 
of  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  to  the  south  of  Range  B-19.  Substantial  portions  of 
the  Reservation  are  in  the  elevated  noise  contours  presented  in  the  RAICUZ  study  (refer  to 
Figure  1-6).  Given  that,  the  Navy  should  not  rely  merely  on  those  unsolicited  noise 
complaints  in  idenafying  areas  where  Navy  activities  have  created  noise  impacts.  A  lack  of 
complaints  from  tribal  members  and  other  rural  residents  may  be  due  to  the  rural  nature  of 
the  northern  portions  of  the  Reservation  and  outlying  areas,  a  lack  of  telephones,  a  perceived 
lack  of  access  to  the  Navy,  or  language,  cultural,  or  socio-economic  barriers.  In  keeping  with 
Executive  Order  12898, '  the  Navy  should  take  proactive  steps  to  establish  the  extent  of  noise 
impacts  in  rural  and  reservation  areas  surrounding  its  current  and  proposed  test  ranges.  This 
may  entail  meeting  with  tribal  representatives  and  members,  conducting  surveys,  or  holding 
meetings  at  or  nearby  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.  The  results  of  such  information 
gathering  should  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS  analysis, 
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EPA  DHS  COMMENTS.  USN.  WITHDRAWAL  OP  PtTBLTCLANDS.  MAS  FALLON.  CHURCHILL  COUNTY.  NEVAflA.  OCT  10. 1997 

4.  Page  4-25:  The  Draft  EIS  reports  that  "the  withdrawal  does  not  involve  Native  American 
land  and , ..  Navy  operations  near  the  lands  would  not  increase."  Nevertheless,  by  increasing 
the  Naval  training  area  along  the  Walker  River  Reservation  border,  the  geographic  area  of  A  -  I O 
effect  on  Walker  Ri  ver  tribal  members  may  be  increased  even  though  the  number  of 
operations  in  the  Range  remains  the  same.  The  Final  EIS  should  discuss  this  issue. 

5.  Page  5-31 :  We  applaud  the  Navy's  proposed  use  of  modified  flight  approach  patterns  for 
Range  B-16  in  response  to  noise  complaints  from  nearby  residents.  To  ensure  that  such 
mitigation  measures  are  fully  implemented,  and  to  keep  the  Navy  apprised  of  future  problems 
as  they  may  arise,  the  Navy  should  install  and  advertise  a  complaint  "hot-line"  for  area 
residents,  such  as  those  near  Range  B-l  6  and  on  the  Walker  River  Tndian  Reservation.  Such 
a  "hot-line"  would  be  useful  to  both  the  Navy  and  iis  neighbors  and  could  be  used  by 
residents  to  alert  the  Navy  of  such  problems  as:  incidents  of  pilots  straying  beyond  desipated 
test  areas;  acute  or  chronic  noise  problems;  and  discoveries  of  ordnance  items  in  non- 
designated  areas. 

Chaff  and  Ordnance 

1.  Page  2-24:  The  Draft  EIS  reports  that  the  Navy  is  currently  ex  winning  the  feasibility  of  using 
biodegradable  chaff,  which  includes  biodegradable  end  caps.  EPA  strongly  urges  the  Navy  to        A"  12. 
implement  this  strategy  as  a  component  of  this  project  and  all  on-going  activities  at  NAS 
Fallon,  where  practicable, 

2.  Page  2-25:  The  Draft  EIS  reports  that  "extremely  wide  dispersion  patterns  (of  chaff)  are 
produced."  The  Final  EIS  should  discuss  those  patterns,  the  estimated  geographic  areas  A"  13 
involved,  and  whether  chaff  disperses  on  lands  outside  of  the  designated  test  ranges  and 
buffer  zones, 


Page  3-65:  The  Draft  EIS  reports  that  off-range  ordnance  sweeps  near  Range  B-19  resulted 
in  finds  of  over  1 ,5  million  live  "ordnance  items"  between  1 989  and  1990.  The  Navy 
describes  these  results  as  being  approximately  91  percent  effective  (SEP  =  91.5%).  This 
suggests  that,  as  of  June  1990,  there  may  have  been  many  additional  ordnance  items 
remaining  in  the  B-19  off-range  areas.  The  Final  EIS  should  provide  the  following 
information: 

i)    The  percentage  of  live  ordnance  items  found  off-range  of  B-19  that  were  on  Reservation 

lands; 
ii)  An  estimate  of  the  quantity  of  additional  live  and  inert  ordnance  items  currently  expected 

to  be  on  reservation  and  on  non-reservation  lands  (and  what  the  current  land  uses  of  those 

lands  are  if  they  are  not  part  of  the  withdrawal  proposal); 
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We  strongly  encourage  the  Navy  to  meet  with  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation 
representatives  to  determine  how  many  live  ordnance  items  may  exist  on  the  Reservation, 
how  the  presence  of  such  potential  explosives  may  affect  the  safely  and  land  usability  of  the 
northern  portions  of  the  Reservation,  and  how  the  Navy  may  work  with  the  Tribe  to  fully 
remove  all  live  ordnance  items.  Because  reservation  lands  by  definition  may  not  be  part  of 
the  proposed  withdrawal,  we  urge  that  this  type  of  special  effort  should  be  incorporated  into 
the  project  description. 

4.  Page  4-3:  In  its  discussion  of  aluminum  chaff,  the  Draft  EIS  reports  that  "die  period  of  time 
over  which  aluminum  oxidizes  depends  on  environmental  conditions  and  the  size  and  shape 
of  the  original  aluminum."  Nevertheless,  no  lime  estimates  or  ranges  are  presented.  The 
Navy  should  include  the  following  information  in  the  Final  EIS: 
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i)    a  specific  discussion  of  how  environmental  conditions  and  aluminum  size  and  shape 

affect  the  oxidation  period; 
ii)  a  brief  description  of  the  composition  (by  dipole  size)  of  the  standard  chaff  bundle  (e.g., 

what  is  the  distribution  of  smaller  [0.38-inch-long  dipoles]  to  larger  [2-inch-long  dipoles] 

chaff  in  a  standard  2.1-million-dipole  bundle), 
iii)  an  estimate,  given  the  above  distribution  of  dipole  sizes  and  known  environmental 

conditions  in  the  area,  of  me  time  necessary  for  complete  or  near-complete  oxidation  of 

chaff, 


A-16 


5.  Page  4-3:  The  Final  EIS  should  identify  what  becomes  of  chaff  dipoles  after  aluminum 
oxidation  and  stearic  acid  biodegradation  take  place.  In  addition,  me  Final  EIS  should 
disclose  how  many  chaff  bundles  are  expected  to  be  dispersed  in  each  proposed  new  range 
area  annually. 

6.  Page  4-19:  The  Draft  HSprosadeslillieinfonnation  regarding  the  visual  impacts  of  chaff  on 
the  project  area,  including  lands  with  high  scenic  values  such  as  wilderness  study  areas.  For 
example,  the  Draft  EIS  allows  only  that  "long-term  chaff  use  could  result  in  visible  aluminum 
litter."  The  Final  EIS  should  include  a  more  detailed  description  of  how  visual  resources 
could  be  impacted.  For  example,  the  Final  EiS  should  describe  to  what  degree  chaff  might 
become  concentrated  in  viewsheds  over  time  (e.g.,  disclose  concentrations  of  visible  dipoles 
per  acre),  or  how  the  chaff  would  appear  to  a  viewer  over  time  (e,g.»  whether,  upon  landing, 
chaff  would  be  highly  reflective  and  thus  visually  intrusive,  or  whether  the  oxidation  process 
would  render  the  chaff  unnoticeable  over  time,  etc.). 

1  {Executive  Order  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low- 
Income  Populations,  stipulates  that  an  EIS  should  describe  the  measures  taken  by  the  lead  agency  to :  1 )  fully  analyze 
the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  Federal  action  on  minority  communities  and  low-income  populations, 
including  Native  American  tribes,  and  2)  present  opportunities  for  affected  communities  to  provide  input  into  the 
NEPA  process.  The  latent  and  requirements  of  EO  12S96  are  clearly  illustrated  in  the  President's  February  11, 1994 
Memorandum  for  the  Heads  of  all  departments  and  Agencies.] 


A- 17 


A- 18 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  A 
David  J.  Farrel,  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  A.  Letter  A  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  A  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

A-l  la 

A-2  la 

A-3  la 

A-4  21a 

A-5  26a 

A-6  6a 
A-7                                              .   26b 

A-8  14a 

A-9  16a 

A-10  16a 

A-ll  16a 

A-12  23a 

A-13  23a 

A-14  16b 

A-15  16b 

A-16  23b 

A-17  23a,  23b 

A-18  23c 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter  B 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Office  of  SnvirDnmcnm]  Policy  and  Compliance 

6O0  Harrison  Street,  Suite  5JS 

San  Francucc,  California  94107-1SV6 
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November  6,  1997 

ER  97/545 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  California  94066-5006 

Attention:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis 

Dear  Mr  Dennis: 


The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada.  Comments  were  received  from  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  National  Park  Service.  The  following  comments 
are  provided  for  your  information  and  use  when  preparing  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (FEJS). 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Carson  City  Field  Office,  David  Loomis,  (702)  885-6000 

Thank  you  for  the  extended  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  E1S  for  the  Fallon  Range 
Withdrawal,  We  appreciate  the  additional  time  you  provided  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
(DOI)  bureaus  to  respond.  DOI  staff  have  worked  extensively  with  Navy  staff  on  this  EIS 
over  the  last  12  years,  with  BLM  serving  as  a  cooperating  agency.  Many  significant  issues 
related  to  withdrawal  have  been  resolved  through  cooperative  efforts  of  our  staffs.  We 
appreciate  the  Navy's  willingness  to  hear  our  concerns  and  modify  parts  of  the  proposal  based 
on  those  concerns. 

Since  many  of  our  concerns  remained  to  be  addressed  by  the  time  the  Navy  decided  to  release 
the  DEIS,  wc  are  submitting  them  at  this  time.  Clearly,  significant  issues  remain  to  be 
resolved.  DOI  staff  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  the  Navy  on  those  issues  prior  to  the 
drafting  of  a  legislative  package.  We  have  five  general  concerns;  public  involvement,  joint 
management,  range  of  alternatives,  mitigation,  and  adequacy  of  impact  analysis. 

Public  Involvement.  There  were  significant  delays  in  getting  an  adequate  number  of  copies  to 
Department  of  the  Interior  agencies.  Also,  we  have  received  many  complaints  from 
individuals  and  organizations,  including  grazing  permitees,  directly  affected  by  withdrawal, 
who  requested  copies  of  the  DEIS,  yet  never  received  them  or  received  them  too  late  to 
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provide  adequate  comments.  The  phone  and  tax  numbers  listed  in  the  document  to  request 
additional  copies  were  incorrect.  In  addition,  the  document  itself  limits  the  ability  of  the 
public  to  adequately  participate  since  it  is  vague,  conclusory,  outdated,  and  internally 
contradictory.  For  example,  transportation/access  is  a  key  issues  for  the  EIS,  yet  analysis  of 
impacts  of  the  preferred  alternative  on  transportation  is  missing,  despite  that  the  proposal 
includes  a  significant  withdrawal  expansion  along  Dixie  Valley  road  (see  4.2. 14.2). 

Data  are  outdated,  including  livestock  grazing  information  from  1583  (3,11.1).  Other 
statements  found  throughout  the  document  such  as  "lands  will  generally  remain  open"  are 
vague  and  do  not  allow  the  public  to  understand  what  ls  actually  being  proposed.  Other 
sections  are  in  direct  conflict  with  CEQ  guidance,  such  as  deferring  cumulative  impact  analysis 
to  a  subsequent  document  (see  5.2).  Other  statements  are  conclusory  or  incorrect  such  as  the 
statement  that  increasing  airspace  use  over  public  lands  south  of  B-16  "would  have  no  impacts 
on  land  use"  (5.6, 4, 3). 

Public  involvement  at  the  DEES  stage  is  particularly  important  for  this  EIS  since  the  legislative 
EIS  process  limits  public  involvement  at  subsequent  stages.  Because  of  irregularities  in 
document  distribution  and  EIS  narrative,  we  recommend  the  DEIS  be  rewritten  and  reissued  as 
a  Draft  io  that  adequate  public  participation  can  be  achieved. 

Joint  Management.  The  type  of  military  combat  training  activity  that  would  occur  on 
"Category  B"  lands  is  not  compatible  with  public  land  management.  This  includes: 

1 .      Use  of  visual  cuing  devices  such  as: 

a,  SMOKEY  surface-to-air  missiles 

b.  Actual  Russian  T-72  Battle  Tanks,  Infantry  Fighting  Vehicles,  Howitzers,  and 
Armored  Personnel  Carriers 

c,  Simulated  missile  batteries 

d.  Mobile  SCUD  missile  launchers 
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2.  Up  to  500  ground  troop  combat  training  missions  annually  such  as: 

a.  Special  forces  (SEAL)  coven  operations 

b.  Ground  troop  attack  missions  against  enemy  defended  sites 
C.      Combat  search  and  rescue  missions 

d.      Other  missions  to  be  developed 

3.  Integrated  air  combat  training  such  as: 

a.  Low-level  fighter  and  attack  aircraft  strikes  on  enemy  positions 

b.  Helicopter  combat  operations 

c.  Parachute  drops 

4.  Expanded  air  combat  training  facility  development  such  as: 

a.      Threat  emitters  with  associated  on-the-ground  security  forces 
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Areas  proposed  for  "Category  B"  management  are  on  the  approach  to  an  active  bombing  and 
gunnery  range,  B-17.  Problems  associated  with  attempting  to  provide  for  open  public  access 
to  these  areas  became  apparent  on  October,  29,  1997  when  a  Navy  pilot  tired  live  20  mm 
rounds  at  two  telephone  workers  on  an  observation  tower  near  the  active  bombing  and  gunnery 
area  on  the  B-20.  Overall  land  management  concern  is  that  potential  for  future  pilot  errors 
will  increase  over  lime  as  increased  visual  cuing  and  electronic  warfare  threats  add  intensity 
and  complexity  to  training  missions. 

Neither  BLM  nor  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  equipped  to  manage  dispersed  recreation  or  any 
other  public  land  uses  while  concurrently  accommodating  these  combat  training  facilities  and 
missions.  While  the  number  of  projected  short-term  ground-combat  training  missions  is 
relevant  to  the  analysis,  long-  term  use  of  these  lands  is  most  significant. 

Based  on  previous  military  withdrawals,  intensity  and  type  of  military  training  activity  can 
increase  dramatically  over  time  in  response  to  changing  real-world  threats.    For  example.  Sec. 
1.4.2  of  the  DEIS  notes  thai  special  forces  and  other  ground  combat  training  has  recently 
begun  to  include  NATO  forces.  The  increase  in  use  of  FTRC  by  other  non-Navy  farces 
should  be  included  in  the  analysis. 

Range  of  Alternatives.  CEQ  requires  that  in  cases  where  there  is  a  wide  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives,  such  as  for  a  withdrawal  action,  the  full  spectrum  of  alternatives  must  be  analyzed 
in  the  EIS  (  46  Fed.  Reg.  18026).  Furthermore,  partial  as  well  as  complete  alternatives  to  a 
proposed  action  must  be  discussed.  If  adoption  of  an  alternative  means  the  proposed  action 
may  be  reduced  in  scale,  the  partial  alternative  should  be  considered  [Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council  v.  Hodel,  865  F.  2d.  288,  296  &  n4  (D.C.  1988)  ;  Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council  v.  Calloway.  524  F2d  79,  93  (2d  Cir.  1975);    Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council  v.  Morton,  458  F2d  827,  836  (DC  Cir.  1972]. 

5.  One  alternative  that  must  be  added  is  withdrawing  only  lands  contaminated  with  off 
range  ordnance  (ORO).  This  would  meet  withdrawal  criterion  of  protecting  the  public 
from  these  ORO  areas.  While  this  alternative  would  not  meet  100%  of  the  criteria  for 
the  Navy's  purposes,  it  would  meet  many  objectives,  In  evaluating  reasonableness  of 
an  alternative,  CEQ  states  that  alternatives  must  be  practical  or  feasible,  rather  than 
simply  desirable  from  an  applicant's  standpoint  ( 46  Fed.  Reg.  18026). 

6.  Based  on  thorough  analysis  of  issues,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  developed  a 
preferred  alternative  that  should  be  added  (see  attached  Map  1).  The  basic  structure  of 
this  alternative  was  identified  during  scoping/administrative  draft  review  process  by 
BLM,  but  was  not  included  in  the  DEIS.    The  alternative  includes  withdrawal  of  lands 
described  in  the  preferred  alternative  minus  lands  along  Dixie  Valley  road  and  deletes 
a  corridor  along  Eleven  Mile  Canyon  road. 
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7.        This  alternative  resolves  management  problems  and  adverse  impacts  associated  with 
odd  jurisdictional  patterns  created  by  the  "panhandle"  and  combat  training  along  Eleven 
Mile  Canyon  road.    This  alternative  would  protect  public  land  users  from  erroneous 
pilot  attacks  such  as  occurred  on  10/29/97,  since  these  lands  would  be  under  full 
control  of  the  Navy. 

Far  lands  outside  boundaries  of  the  proposed  withdrawal,  the  capability  of  this 
alternative  to  meet  the  Navy's  #1  objective  -  prevent  incompatible  land  uses  •  will  be 
enhanced  by  adding  other  administrative  mechanisms.  Control  of  height  of  structures, 
residences,  and  recreation  events  can  be  achieved  through  the  public  land  use  planning 
process.  A  withdrawal  is  not  needed  to  achieve  these  objectives.    For  lands  within  the 
proposed  withdrawal,  the  full  Navy  control  provided  by  this  alternative  maximizes 
Navy  capability  to  restrict  incompatible  land  uses  and  adjust  to  changing  real-world 
threats  by  maximizing  the  Navy's  flexibility  to  increase  intensity  and  type  of  combat 
training  activity. 

Compared  to  no  action  alternative,  this  alternative  increases  the  ability  of  NAS  Fallon  to  add 
visual  cuing  devices,  conduct  ground  training  and  close  air  support,  and  locate  new  threat 
emitters  and  TACTS  sites,  It  allows  for  effective  and  efficient  use  of  training  time  while 
minimizing  fuel  consumption,  It  protects  the  public  from  safety  hazards  related  to  air-to-air 
and  air-to-ground  combat  training  and  meets  the  requirements  of  the  Navy  Headquarters  office 
"HAZARD"  computer  model  output. 

If  additional  lands  are  required  for  specific,  short-term  needs  that  do  not  cause  long- 
term  environmental  damage,  we  recommend  that  the  Navy  request  legislative  authority 
for  BLM  to  review  and  approve  land  use  permits  for  such  activities  within  outer 
boundaries  of  the  area  defined  as  Military  Multiple  Use  Zone  on  the  attached  map. 

Modifications  to  proposed  action  identified  as  part  of  this  alternative  are  of  major 
significance  and  are  further  justification  for  re-issuance  of  a  Draft  EIS. 

Mitigation.  This  should  include  potential  return  of  Navy-acquired  lands  in  Dixie  Valley  and 
Horse  Creek  areas  to  administration  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  These  lands  were 
acquired  to  eliminate  residences  under  the  Navy's  supersonic  operations  area,  not  for  Navy 
ground  training  activity.  They  do  not  provide  a  rational  land  management  pattern.  Navy 
concerns  about  potential  future  privatization  of  these  lands  could  be  addressed  through  the 
public  land  use  planning  process.  A  withdrawal  or  other  jurisdictional  change  is  not  needed  to 
accomplish  this  goal.  la  additions  the  Mt.  Grant  area  of  the  Hawthorne  Army 
Ammunition  Depot  should  also  be  considered  for  return  to  DO!  administration.  This 
area  is  located  within  the  cumulative  impacts  area  analyzed  m  the  DEIS  and  Is  not  being 
used  for  military  purposes.  These  measures  would  help  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts  to 
public  land  uses  caused  by  the  proposed  withdrawal. 
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Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Analysis.     The  impact  analysis  needs  major  improvements  in  order  to 
fully  inform  the  public,  agency  decision  makers  and  Congress  about  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  proposed  action,  This  includes  an  analysis  of  potential  for  spread  of  noxious  weeds, 
an  adequate  analysis  of  Impacts  to  public  access  and  dispersed  recreation  opportunities,  impacts  of 
chaff  fibers,  and  cumulative  impacts  of  past,  present,  and  ftiiure  Navy  action  on  the  human 
environment  of  central  Nevada.  Since  data  used  to  develop  baseline  conditions  were  outdated, 
the  impact  analysis  was  based  on  an  inaccurate  description  of  affected  environment, 
particularly  for  recreation  opportunities. 

in  addition,  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  process  has  resulted  in  an  on-going  increase  in 
intensity  and  types  of  U.S.  Armed  Forces  training  on  inland  western  military  withdrawals, 
including  NAS  Fallon.  In  order  for  Congress  to  make  a  fully  informed  decision  about  the 
withdrawal ,  the  E1S  needs  to  adequately  analyze  cumulative  impacts  of  projected  short-term 
uses  as  well  as  potential  for  long-term  increases  in  ntensity  and  types  of  use. 

Detailed  comments  by  page  number  follow: 

ES-6    Purpose  of  Navy-acquired  lands  in  Dixie  Valley  was  to  prevent  habitation,  not  create 
Navy  administrative  area. 

ES-14  It  is  apparent  that  Category  B  lands  would  result  in  two  levels  of  review  and  approvals 
of  proposals,  This  is  not  consistent  with  good  customer  service. 

ES-15  Access  would  be  required  for  maintenance  of  new  and  existing  EW  sites  by 

Navy  personnel  contractors,  etc.  Training  missions  in  panhandle  would  also  require 
roadway  use, 

1-14    The  increased  use  of  the  FRTC  for  NATO  and  other  foreign  troops  should  be  analyzed, 

1-18    If  there  is  a  risk  of  accidental  dropping  of  ordnance,  explain  what  it  is. 

1-22    The  conclusion  that  few  incompatibilities  would  be  expected  in  future  is  contradicted  by 
the  need  for  the  withdrawal,  as  acknowledged  by  the  Navy  on  page  1-17:  "more 
people  are  using  public  lands  for  recreation,  motorized  off-road  activities,  wildlife 
viewing,  hunting,  horseback  riding,  and  mining." 

1-25    The  DEIS  needs  to  quantify  the  likelihood  of  accidental  drops  are  in  this  area. 

1-26    As  a  gesture  of  courtesy,  we  recommend  that  individuals  and  organizations  that 
commented  on  previous  Drafts/Scoping  documents  be  notified  about  how  their 
comments  were  used. 
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Section  1.5  implies  that  the  public  recommended  thai  the  "panhandle"  corridor  be 
added  to  the  proposed  action.  A  careful  review  of  public  comments  during  scoping 
process  found  not  one  public  comment  recommending  a  "panhandle"  concept.  The 
E1S  should  make  it  clear  that  this  was  a  Navy  interpretation  of  public  comments  and 
that  DOI  has  a  different  interpretation  of  those  comments  -  that  is  limit  training  to 
existing  ranges. 

2-1      Category  B  lands  will  "generally  remain  open"  to  public  use"?  Explain  what  this  means, 
Restrictions  on  public  use  should  be  identified  specifically  in  the  BIS  and  brought 
forward  is  legislation. 

2-2      The  Navy  is  currently  proposing  to  conduct  military  uses  "outside  of  the  withdrawal 
footprint. "    Since  a  primary  purpose  of  the  withdrawal  is  to  conduct  military  uses, 
such  as  combat  search  and  rescue,  those  proposals  are  connected  actions  and  should  be 
analyzed  as  pan  of  this  EIS.  Piecemealing  a  series  of  clearly  related  projects  is  in 
conflict  with  CEQ  regulations.  This  issue  should  be  addressed  through  the  proposed 
DOI  alternative,  which  includes  a  provision  authorizing  BLM  to  permit  such  activities 
on  public  land. 

2-5      Lands  are  owned  by  the  people  of  the  United  States  not  the  Navy.  I  g-  32 

2-14    The  rationale  for  excluding  alternative  sites  for  ground  training  activities  appears  weak. 
A  much  stronger  rationale  could  be  developed  if  there  were  a  comprehensive  national 
service-wide  needs  assessment  for  ground  troop  training.  Such  an  assessment  would  be 
particularly  timely  in  light  of  changes  in  requirements  associated  with  the  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  process.  * 

2-23     We  suggest  that  you  delete  the  statement:  "Any  Navy  training  activity  that  becomes 
necessary  outside  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  footprint  would  continue  to  be 
coordinated  with  the  BLM  or  other  appropriate  agency. "  The  BLM  has  repeatedly 
made  clear  that  military  combat  training  activities  on  open  public  lands  are  prohibited 
by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  and  the  Engle  Act  unless  they  are 
compatible  with  programs  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  BLM  is  currently 
evaluating  whether  limited  search  and  rescue  training  meets  this  criteria.  Any  other 
activities  will  be  prohibited.  In  addition,  withdrawal  could  result  in  many  uses  not 
specified  in  the  proposed  action,  particularly  if  training  requirements  change.  The 
Navy  admittedly  does  not  want  to  be  confined  to  the  footprint  shown  on  the  map  in 
theEIS. 

?,-?4     Thprp,  is  an  implir arinn  Hist  gmund  rrnnp  tnrnhar  training  on  the  proposed  withdrawal 
is  confined  to  integrated  air  and  ground  training  exercises  listed  on  page  2-24.  The 
DEIS  needs  to  clearly  state,  that  based  on  the  preferred  alternative,  these  missions 
could  increase  in  future  and  that  there  are  no  restrictions  on  potential  future  increases 
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in  type  and  intensity  of  ground  troop  combat  training.  It  should  also  be  clarified  mat 
use  of  training  ranges  is  year  round,  with  visiting  squadrons  requesring  at  all  times, 

2-28     "Category  B"  management  places  continued  responsibility  for  another  level  of  review 
and  approval,  thus  reducing  the  public  service  element  of  land  use  authorizations.  Para 
5:  It  is  questionable  whether  present  access  characteristics  would  be  retained  in  future 
without  interfering  with  the  navy  mission.  What  will  happen  in  5,  10  and  20  years 
when  training  scenarios  change? 

2-29    The  statement  that  public  access  for  recreation  use  would  be  consistent  with  current 
BLM  regulations  is  incorrect  and  should  be  removed.  Current  BLM  regulations  do  not 
require  Navy  approval  for  recreation  access  as  stated  in  the  proposed  action. 

2-32    The  statement  that  there  is  no  safety  hazard  from  "inert"  ordnance  is  incorrect,  The 
Navy  has  indicated  to  BLM  staff  that  this  ordnance  contains  explosive  spotting  charges 
that  cause  a  risk  of  public  injury,  This  risk  should  be  fully  disclosed  in  the  EIS.  There 
is  documented  evidence  of  injuries  from  these  explosive  devices  in  the  Pailon  area. 

2-33    Table  2-4:  under  Category  B.  when  would  developed  communication  sites  be  opened 
to  public  use?  The  implication  is  that  they  may  be.  The  EIS  should  explain  what 
"generally"  means. 

Table  -  Mining  Exploration  -  The  description  under  the  Category  B  column  is 
contradictory,  ft  states  the  Navy  will  allow  all  exploration  but  reserves  the  right  to 
review  and  approve  mining  developments.  Is  exploration  a  mining  development? 

Table  -  Mining  Exploration  •  the  description  under  Category  B  column  is 
contradictory.  It  states  "Regulated  under  existing  laws.  Navy  concurrence 
not  required. "  Then  states  the  "Navy  reserves  the  right  to  review  and  approve 
mining  developments". 

This  first  statement  is  correct  and  holds  for  the  second  statement.  Mining  is  regulated 
under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872  which  gives  an  individual  the  right  to  explore  for  and 
develop  minerals  on  public  lands.  Under  section  2.3.2.2  -  Category  B  lands,  it  states: 
"Where  BLM  manages  the  lands,  it  would  continue  to  maintain  jurisdiction  over 
recreation,  grazing,  mining,  and  mineral,  gas  and  oil  leases  and  utility  corridors."  If 
the  withdrawal  remains  open  to  the  operation  of  the  mining  laws,  mineral  development 
cannot  be  denied  and  the  Navy  enjoys  no  reserved  right  of  approval  (or  refusal)  for 
any  proposed  mineral  development.  Approval  of  mining  plans  of  operation  for 
mineral  development  are  regulated  under  43  CFR  3809  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  DOI  -  BLM. 
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Under  New  Claims  it  states  "Regulated  under  existing  mining  laws,  Patenting  claims  is 
not  permitted."  This  is  contradictory.  Patenting  mining  ciaims  is  allowable  under  the 
1872  Mining  Law  and  the  Navy  enjoys  no  right  to  approve  or  deny  a  patent 
application.  Again,  this  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  DOl  -  BLM.  The  only  way  to 
deny  patenting  of  claims  under  the  1872  Mining  Law  is  to  close  the  withdrawal  to  the 
operation  of  the  mining  laws  or  have  the  withdrawal  legislation  contain  language 
defining  what  is  allowable  or  not  allowable,  such  as  patenting  of  claims  or  review  and 
approval  of  mining  plans  of  operation  by  Navy. 

3-$      The  DEIS  seriously  underestimates  the  quality  of  the  affected  environment  when  it 

states  "Much  of  the  land  is  disturbed "  to  the  point  of  being  dominated  by  weeds.  Such 
seriously  disturbed  land  is  less  than  1  %  of  the  area,  This  error  has  resulted  in  a  serious 
miscalculation  of  significance  of  impacts  in  Chapter  4,  since  most  land  in  question  is 
relatively  pristine,  rather  than  the  degraded,  weed  dominated  picture  painted  here- 
Russian  Knapwood  should  be  Russian  Knapweed.  It  has  been  recently  reclassified. as 
Acroptilon  repeans  (not  Centawea  repeans). 

3-9     "Guzzlers  have  been  installed  .  .  , "  ADD  mourning  doves  (Zetmidura  maavura)  and 
DROP  California  quail,  since  these  are  so  few  out  there,  ADD  small  game  guzzler 
locations  of  the  Clan  Alpine  Mountains  and  the  Lauderback  Hills,  DROP  the  Fairview 
Peak  guzzler  as  being  constructed  for  upland  game  birds,  ADD  big  game  guzziers 
constructed  in  the  Fairview  Peak  and  Slate  Mountain  ranges. 

Bobcats  are  not  hunted-they  are  trapped.  Big  difference. 

0-  US 

3-10    Add  words  non-gwue  to  species  of  fish. 

3-12    Mammals:  .Bats:  Townsend's  big-eared  bat  and  the  Yuma  myotis  should  be  dropped 
from  here  and  added  to  the  Sensitive  species  discussion.  Mule  deer  and  Mountain  lions 
should  be  dropped  from  here  since  they  were  discussed  earlier. 

It  is  Nevada  Division  of  Wildlife,  not  Department,  It  has  been  this  way  for  six  years. 

3  13  There  are  several  additional  BAT  species  that  should  be  added  to  Litis  tin.  Tliey  were 
added  by  US  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  in  1996.  Whoever  created  Table  3-1  was  using 
outdated  information. 

3-14    Wildlife:  Category  2  candidate  species  no  longer  exists,  per  USFWS  in  1996.  Table  3- 
1  and  this  paragraph  should  reflect  that. 

3-24     Please  verify  the  existence  of  the  "National  Historic  Corridor. '' 
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3-55  The  mining  claim  issues  for  Payne/Baughman  have  been  resolved,  The  issues  with 
Holden  and  McManus  are  pending. 

3-61     Add:  "Special  recreation  permits  are  required  for  organized  competitive  or  commercial 
recreational  activities," 

3-56    Fig  3-10  under-represents  the  value  of  public  lands  for  wildlife  guzzlers,  This  error 
has  resulted  in  an  inaccurate  analysis  of  impacts  Chapter  4  by  misrepresenting  the 
significance  of  current  wildlife  habitat.  There  are  25  guzzlers  within  the  map  area  that 
are  not  shown.  BLM  staff  are  available  to  work  with  your  staff  to  correct  this  error. 

3-61  A  discussion  of  past  Navy  land-related  actions  is  needed  in  order  to  provide  historic 
context  for  the  impact  analysis,  This  would  include  a  discussion  of  the  Dixie  Valley 
buyout  and  electronic  warfare  complex. 

The  public  health  and  safety  data  are  nearly  ten  years  old.  Since  this  is  a  major  reason 
for  the  withdrawal,  updaied  information  needs  to  be  used. 

4-1      The  DEIS  needs  to,  analyze  impacts  of  the  withdrawal  on  surrounding  public  lands. 
This  is  particularly' significant  for  the  "panhandle",  a  mile-wide  strip  that  would  result 
in  significant  impacts  to  the  public's  use  and  enjoyment  of  adjacent  public  lands  from 
visual  cuing  such  as  SMOKEY  surface-to-air  missiles,  the  transport  of  Soviet  T-74 
tanks,  close  air  support  related  to  integrated  air  and  ground  combat  training  missions. 
As  mitigation  for  these  impacts,  the  BIS  should  consider  eliminating  the  "panhandle" 
from  the  Navy  preferred  alternative. 

4-3      The  DEIS  conclusion  that  chaff  is  safe  for  humans,  livestock,  fish,  wildlife,  and  plants 
is  incorrect.  In  fact,  concerns  about  environmental  and  public  health  and  safety  impacts 
of  widespread  disposal  of  this  fibrous  material  are  so  significant  that  Congress  has 
launched  an  inquiry  into  the  matter.  DOI's  previous  efforts  to  ensure  an  objective 
analysis  for  this  issue  are  not  reflected  in  the  DEIS.  The  analysis  of  chaff  in  this 
section  should  be  replaced  with  the  following: 

'"Silica  and  its  derivatives  (the  silicates)  are  some  of  the  most  widely  recognized 
toxic  materials  when  ingested  or  inhaled.  Asbestos  is  an  example  of  a  fibrous 
silicate.  Asbestosis  and  silicosis  are  serious  diseases  related  to  exposure  of  these 
types  of  fibers. 

Few  studies  on  the  environmental  or  human  health  effects  of  chaff  have  been 
undertaken.  No  studies  have  been  conducted  on  the  effects  of  chaff  in  an  arid 
environment  or  on  species  that  inhabit  the  Great  Basin.  No  clinical  studies  on 
the  lone  term  human  health  effects  of  chaff  have  hewn  cnnrinrwt    Tu>n  cmHioo 
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contracted  by  the  Navy  were  conducted  on  Chesapeake  Bay  marine  organisms 
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by  the  University  of  Maryland  and  the  University  of  Delaware,  Both  studies 
concluded  that  chaff  was  toxic  to  particular  marine  organisms.  One  short  term 
study  was  conducted  for  the  Canadian  Air  Force  in  1972.  It  concluded  that  no 
toxic  effects  occurred  to  six  cows  that  were  fed  chaff  for  two  weeks. 

A  literature  review  on  the  effects  of  chaff  was  conducted  for  the  Air  Force  in 
1989.  It  concluded  that  there  was  'a  lack  of  definitive  study  of  chaff  impacts' 
on  fish  and  wildlife;  'authoritative  data  concerning  the  impacts  of  chaff  on  land 
are  lacking' ;  'very  little  data  regarding  the  impact  of  chaff  on  plant  life';  'There 
is  no  documentation  of  human  exposure  studies  to  chaff. ' 

A  1992  U.S.  Army  study  concluded  that  'there  is  a  persistent  risk  of  fiber 
inhalation.'  And  that  'suitable  methods  be  developed  to  remove  fiber  deposits' 
in  order  to  'reduce  inhalation  risk  resulting  from  resuspension  of  fibers. '" 

4-14    In  section  4.2.3.2,  the  "panhandle"  land  pattern  could  create  major  access  problems  for 
hunters  trying  to  get  to  cither  guzzlers  or  real  estate,  on  the  west  side  of  the  Clan 
Alpines,  if  the  Navy  decides  at  some  future  time  that  they  want  to  eliminate  public 
access  through  the  camel's  neck.  Hard  hit  would  be  access  to  Horse  Creek,  and  Paiute 
and  Dummy  canyons  (both  of  which  have  big  game  guzzlers)  the  Lauderback  Hills, 
and  area  south  of  Horse  Creek,  which  have  four  small  game  and  one  big  game 
guzzlers.  Access  could  also  be  adversely  affected  to  the  bunting  public  under  the 
Alternative  III  (Figure  2-9,  page  2-40),  as  the  Eleven-Mile  canyon  road,  which  is  THE 
access  to  the  south  end  of  the  Stillwater  Mountains,  could  be  blocked. 

Low-level  helicopter  use  affects  all  wildlife,  particularly  big  game  species.  Chalk 
Mountain,  just  east  of  the  junction  of  Dixie  Valley  Road  and  US  Highway  50,  is  a 
known  desert  bighorn  sheep  lambing  area.  As  partial  mitigation,  no  helicopter  use 
should  be  allowed  within  2500  feet  vertically  or  horizontally  of  it  between  February  1 
and  May  1,  the  season  when  ewes  and  lambs  are  there. 

Section  4.2.3,2  should  state  that  helos  spook  bighorn  rams.  There  was  at  least  one 
situation  in  Nevada  (Desert  Game  Range)  where  a  helicopter,  flying  low-level,  spooked 
a  trophy  bighorn  just  as  the  hunter  was  about  to  harvest  it,  The  only  Boone  and 
Crockett  desert  bighorn  to  be  harvested  in  this  district  came  out  of  the  north  end  of  the 
Lauderback  Hills  two  years  ago.  (Boone  and  Crockett  is  the  organization  that  sets  the 
minimum  scoring  of  trophies,  and  periodically  publishes  updated  books  listing  trophies, 
scores,  and  the  hunters  who  took  them.) 

This  analysis  should  note  that  when  a  sheep  hunter  is  paying  a  guide  several  thousand 
dollars  for  a  hunt,  he  doesn't  need  a  low  level  helicopter  to  spook  a  trophy  ram. 
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Also,  as  partial  mitigation,  no  low-level  helicopter  exercises  should  be  allowed  (using 
parameters  above)  around  Lauderback  Hills/Stillwater  and  Clan  Alpine  Mountains 
during  bighorn  hunting  season  (November/December). 

4- 18     In  section  42.6, 1 ,  visual  resource  analysis  is  based  on  actual  existing  visual 

environment,  rather  than  the  "perceived"  environment.  Delete  the  word  "perceived," 

4-28     "Casual  Exploration"  needs  to  be  defined. 

4-30     !n  section  4.2. 10.2,  discussion  of  environmental  consequences  for  mining  under  the 
U.S.  Mining  Laws  for  Category  B  lands  is  inadequate.  The  discussion  fails  to 
recognize  overall  negative  impact  from  discretionary  authorization  afforded  to  the 
Navy.  Existing  U.S.  Mining  laws  are,  in  genera!,  non-discretionary  in  regard  to 
developing  a  mine  on  public  lands.  The  mining  public  is  affected  at  all  stages  of 
mineral  development  in  a  scenario  where  the  Navy  has  discretionary  authority  over 
timing,  scope  and  extent  of  mining  on  Category  B  lands,  It  is  inaccurate  to  state  that 
staking  a  claim,  exploration  on  a  claim,  and  most  mining  activity  is  not  affected  by 
the  proposed  action,  when  ultimately  the  Navy  can  deny  ultimate  development  of  a 
mineral  property. 

4-32    In  Section  4,3.1 1 .2,  significant  impacts  to  livestock  grazing  would  occur  in  the 
"category  B"  area  from  cumulative  impacts  of  visual  cuing,  ground  troop  training, 
close  air  support  operations,  and  increased  air  combat  training  facilities.  These 
activities  occur  over  such  a  broad  area  and  livestock  water  facilities  are  so  well  spread 
that  it  would  be  impossible  to  conduct  these  military  activities  if  they  were  sited  to 
avoid  current  watering  areas,  In  addition,  as  the  10/29/97  strafing  incident 
demonstrates,  any  areas  with  concentrated  combat  training  are  subject  to  pilot  and  troop 
errors.  The  cumulative  impact  of  these  activities  in  "Category  B"  would  be  a 
significant  adverse  impact  to  livestock  grazing. 

4-13    Section  4.2.3.2  includes  no  analysis  of  potential  invasion  of  noxious  weeds.  Under 
this  "existing  vegetation"  section  the  DEIS  acknowledges  the  presence  of  "nonnative 
invasive  species"  (some  of  which  are  noxious  weeds)  and  further,  "Species  composition 
in  disturbed  areas  is  dominated  by  nonnative  invasive  species.  Under  the  Navy 
preferred  alternative,  additional  areas  will  be  disturbed  to  blade  in  roads  and  create  a 
fenced  site  fair  emitters.  The  DEIS  needs  to  acknowledge  removal  of  native  vegetation 
for  this  activity,  creation  of  a  temporary  bare  area,  and  the  problem  of  invasive  noxious 
weeds  taking  .advantage  of  the  bare  soil.  This  can  be  planned  for  some  mitigation, 

4-22    The  severity  of  impacts  to  future  utility  lines  needs  to  be  emphasized.  Large  power 

lines  often  have  significant  ground  clearance  requirements  and  may  be  precluded  due  to 
height  restrictions, 
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4-22    Last  paragraph:  Provision  for  permitting  military  uses  on  public  lands  would  be 

accomplished  through  withdrawal  legislation,  rather  than  a  revision  of  the  Lahontan 
Resource  Management  Plan.  That  statement  needs  to  be  deleted  from  the  EIS. 

4-33    The  DEIS  acknowledges  under  category  B  lands  that  military  presence  associated  with 
integrated  ground  and  air  training  may  discourage  use  of  lands  for  recreational  use. 
Combat  search  and  rescue  (CSAR)  training  on  open  public  lands  would  therefore  not  be 
compatible  with  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  land. 

Rather  than  an  objective  analysis  of  potential  restrictions  caused  by  incompatible 
proposals,  this  section  analyzes  what  would  happen  to  recreation  use  if  proposals 
are  compatible  with  Navy  training  operations.  Far  more  important  is  an  analysis  of 
what  would  happen  to  recreation  use  if  proposals  are  not  compatible  with  Navy 
training  operations. 

The  statement  that  "recreation  itself  would  not  be  restricted"  conflicts  with  the  #1 

criterion  for  the  withdrawal  -  to  prevent  incompatible  land  uses,  such  as  recreation. 

Page  1-17  states  that  the  withdrawal  is  needed  because  "more  people  are  using  public 

lands  for  recreation,  motorized  off-road  activities,  wildlife  viewing,  hunting,  horseback 

riding  and  mining. "  These  increased  uses  are  related  not  only  to  the  population  growth 

in  the  Fallon  area,  but  to  explosive  statewide  population  growth  of  Nevada,  which  is 

the  fastest  growing  state  in  the  nation.  B~65 

The  statement  that  "the  number  of  people  in  general  is  not  thought  to  be  very'  high"  is 
incorrect  and  should  be  deleted,  Portions  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  area  receive  high 
recreation  use  and  this  contradicts  the  need  for  the  proposed  action  as  outlined  on  page 
1-17  "more  people  are  using  public  lands  for  recreation  etc. " 

There  is  no  basis  for  the  conclusion  that  ground  training  would  occur  at  times  when 
encounters  with  recreationists  would  be  least  likely.  This  statement  should  be  deleted. 

The  statement  that  the  proposal  would  reduce  "the  frequency  of  potential  impacts"  is 
inaccurate.  Clearly  the  proposal  would  result  in  a  major  increase  in  Navy  visual  cuing, 
air  combat  facilities  and  ground  training  activities.  The  frequency  of  potential  impacts 
would  increase  greatly  over  current  conditions, 

Since  data  on  the  number  of  recreational  users  are  lacking,  there  is  no  basis  for  the 
conclusion  that  impacts  would  occur  to  only  a  "small"  number  of  individuals. 
Consequently  reference  to  small  should  be  deleted. 

The  analysis  of  impacts  to  the  Pony  Express  Trail  needs  to  be  redone.  The  withdrawal 

could  effect  the  trail  since  it  is  located  on  withdrawn  lands.  In  addition,  the  proposed       £r  £>£> 

action  states  that  recreational  events,  such  as  those  that  occur  along  the  trail,  would  be 
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subject  to  Navy  denial  (pg.  2-29).  The  statement  in  the  DEIS  that  there  would  be  no 
restrictions  on  the  trail  conflicts  with  the  proposed  action. 

The. recreation  analysis  conflicts  with  the  number  one  criterion  for  the  withdrawal  - 
prevention  of  land  uses  incompatible  with  military  training  (see  pg.  2-3). 

4-36    In  section  4.2. 13.4,  please  describe  the  land  use  compatibility  problems  that  would 
arise  should  this  alternative  be  implemented,   Also  please  describe  which  training 
activities  would  have  to  be  curtailed  and  by  how  much. 

4-38    The  DEIS  includes  methodology  that  conflicts  with  CEQ  regulations  for  unavoidable 
adverse  impacts.  The  DEIS  states  that  these  are  impacts  that  cannot  be  mitigated  to  a 
less-than-  significant  level.  CEQ  regulations  define  these  as  "azu  adverse 
environmental  impacts  that  cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposal  be  implemented," 
regardless  of  significance  (1502,16).  Therefore  a  summary  of  all  adverse 
environmental  impacts  from  the  proposal  needs  to  be  discussed  in  this  section, 
including  those  that  would  occur  within  the  "Category  B"  lands.  Please  note  that  no 
mitigation  was  proposed  for  the  loss  of  recreation  opportunities  on  "Category  B"  lands. 

The  DEIS  does  not  include  a  discussion  of  potential  conflicts  with  tribal  land  use 
plans,  policies  and  controls  as  required  by  CEQ  regulations  (1502. 16c),  This  would 
include  the  Walker  River  Reservation,  which  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  withdrawal. 

5-1      CEQ  guidance  requires  consideration  of  past,  present,  and  future  cumulative  impacts. 
The  DEIS  is  limited  to  only  present  and  future  impacts,  Cumulative  effects  occur 
through  accumulation  of  effects  over  varying  periods  of  time,  For  this  reason,  an 
understanding  of  the  historic  context  of  effects  is  critical  to  assessing  direct,  indirect 
and  cumulative  effects  of  proposed  withdrawal.  Full  disclosure  of  past  impacts  is 
needed  for  the  public,  agency  decision  makers  and  Congress  to  be  fully  informed  about 
the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action.  Key  cumulative  past  impacts  that  should  be 
included  in  the  analysis  are  location  of  F/A-18s  to  Fallon,  establishment  of 
supersonic  operations  area,  piecemeal  expansion  of  electronic  warfare  complex  and  the 
subsequent  buy-out  and  razing  of  the  community  of  Dixie  Valley . 

The  cumulative  impact  analysis  should  reference  and  summarize  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  from  the  Central  Nevada  Communication  Site  Environmental 
Assessment  as  follows: 

,    "A  detailed  analysis  of  past  cumulative  impacts  from  the  establishment  and 
growth  of  the  Navy '  s  threat  emitter  complex  within  and  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  withdrawal  areas  is  included  in  the  Central  Nevada  Communication 
Site  Plan  Amendment  Environmental  Assessment  (U.S.  Bureau  of  Land 
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Management,  March,  1996).  That  analysis  Identified  adverse  impacts  to  public 
land  ecosystems  and  to  the  quality  of  life  of  central  Nevada  residents  from  the 
an-the-ground  security  force  patrols  and  intensified  air  combat  training 
associated  with  the  threat  emitter  complex,   These  impacts  include  wildlife 
habitat  disturbance,  seasonal  wild  horse  foaling  disruption,  disturbance  to  sites 
important  for  Native  American  cultural  practices  and  traditional  ceremonies, 
disturbance  to  the  quality  of  life  of  central  Nevada  residents,  potential  harm  to 
public  health  and  safety,  declining  wilderness  quality  and  recreation 
opportunities,  degraded  visual  quality  and  adverse  noise  effects." 

At  some  point,  the  accumulation  of  these  events  and  projected  future  ground  and 
airspace  expansions  may  warrant  an  overall  base-wide  analysis  in  a  programmatic  E1S. 
DOI  staff  would  be  available  to  provide  assistance  should  such  an  effort  be  undertaken. 

The  methodology  used  to  develop  this  cumulative  impact  analysis  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines.  It  is  clearly  inappropriate 
to  defer  cumulative  impact  analysis  to  future  EIS  as  stated  in  the  first  partial  paragraph 
on  this  page. 

The  mining  data  used  appear  to  be  selected  randomly  for  various  years  between  1988 
and  1992,  These  data  are  from  5  to  9  years  old  and  are  inadequate  for  a  thorough  and 
comprehensive  cumulative  impact  analysis. 

The  outdated  information  used  here  and  throughout  the  document  has  resulted  in 
underestimating  the  significance  of  adverse  impacts  from  Navy  cpmbat  training.  For 
example,  recreational  use  in  the  area  has  nearly  doubled  since  the  1989  data  presented 
in  the  DEIS.  Rather  than  a  tou]  of  15,000  visits  to  the  Grimes  Point  and  Hidden  Cave 
area,  use  has  expanded  to  nearly  24,000  visits  annually.  This  confirms  the  DEIS 
statement  on  pg.  1-17  that  "more  people  are  using  public  lands  for  recreation,  etc. . " 

Section  5,5.1  This  section  is  supposed  to  describe  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  military  facilities,  yet  there  is  no  analysis  of  the  threat  emitter  complex, 
which  is  the  most  extensive  and  intensive  use  of  public  lands  for  military  combat 
training  facilities  in  the  nation.  The  following  sentence  should  be  added:  "  Since  1980, 
69  Navy  sites  and  more  than  200  miles  of  associated  power  line,  road  and  cable  rights- 
of-way  have  been  constructed. 

Table  5-2  fails  to  menrion  the  supersonic  operations  area,  which  has  had 
significant  adverse  impacts  to  public  land  ecosystems  and  the  quality  of  life  of  centra! 
Nevada  residents. 

First  partial  paragraph;  The  MOU  has  been  ineffective  in  minimizing  adverse  impacts 
to  recreation  opportunities.  Aircraft  routinely  fly  below  3,000  feet  AGL  over  the  Clan 
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Alpine  and  Desatoya  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  degrading  primitive  recreation  and 
wilderness  values. 

5-30  For  section  5.6,4.3,  increased  noise  levels  would  degrade  recreation  opportunities. 
Recreation  use  is  the  most  widespread  land  use  in  the  area,  and  includes  use  of  the 
Pony  Express  Trail. 

5-34    The  health  and  safety  analysis  for  the  change  in  B-16  flight  paths  is  contradicted  by  the 
Navy's  B-16  RAICU5C  study  which  identifies  a  significant  increase  in ■  safety  hazard 
zone  "B"  on  open  public  lands  south  of  the  bombing  range. 

541     In  section  5.8.3.3  replace  the  analysis  of  impacts  to  recreation  with:  "The  cumulative 
impacts  of  overflights;  air  combat  training  facilities;  air  to  ground  strikes,  air  to  air 
combat  missions,  integrated  ground  and  air  combat  training,  and  ground  combat 
training  have  adversely  affected  the  full  range  of  recreation  opportunities  from 
developed  motorized  to.  primitive  and  wilderness  over  a  broad  area  for  many 
recrcarionists.  This  trend  will  continue  and  intensify  over  time  due  to  the  rapid  growth 
of  recreation  use  in  the  region", 

Section  5.8.4  is  limited  solely  to  a  discussion  of  income  and  employment.  A 
discussion  of  social  impacts  is  lacking.  The  following  statement  should  be  added: 
"Residents  of  the  area  prefer  small  towns  or  isolated  ranches  and  homes  rather  than 
metropolitan  areas.  Amenities  they  find  beneficial  include  the  natural  quiet  of  rural 
areas,  lack  of  human  intrusion  and  free  access  to  remote  public  lands.  Recreational 
pursuits  are  usually  centered  on  outdoor  activities  including  camping,  hiking,  fishing, 
off  road  vehicle  travel,  hunting  and  hiking. 

Significant  cumulative  effects  from  military  combat  training  facilities  and  operations  are  an 
intrusion  on  the  back  country,  communities,  homes  and  ranches  of  central  Nevada.  These 
fxilities  and  operations  disturb  the  peace  arid  quiet  of  the  area  that  are  so  important  to  its 
residents  and  visitors.  ■ 

5-43    A  mitigation  section  for  cumulative  impacts  needs  to  be  added.  This  should  include 
potential  return  of  acquired  lands  in  Dixie  Valley  and  Horse  Creek  and  the  Mt.  Grant 
area  of  the  Hawthorne  Army  Depot  to  the  administration  of  the  DOI. 

Appendix  H-5  -  Table  -  This  table  should  be  updated  to  reflect  changes  with 
Payne/Baughman  claims. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Nevada  State  Office,  Hazmat  Specialist,  Sue  Skinner, 
(702)  785-6570 

The  analysis  of  noise  and  the  option  to  change  flight  patterns  is  the  level  of  analysis 
appropriate  for  all  areas  and  alternatives.  Some  of  the  alternatives  address  Range  B-20,  yet  it  is 
not  always  shown  on  the  maps. 

The  tone  of  the  E1S  tends  to  only  emphasize  the  military's  needs  in  today's  downsized 
environment.  Perhaps  (and  this  is  a  question  for  Congress)  it  is  appropriate  to  weigh  the  needs 
and  the  desires  of  the  public's  use  of  their  public  lands  equally  to  the  needs  of  ihe  military  in 
the  context  of  the  "post  cold  war"  era,  As  such,  BLM's  mandate  to  "maintain  or  improve  the 
health  of  the  land"  would  Tequire  that  the  "Off-Range  Ordnance  Withdrawal"  once  again  be 
included  as  a  separate  alternative,  however,  it  is  recommended  that  the  Shoal  Site  withdrawal 
be  included  in  this  alternative  since  public  health  and  safety  from  both  known  and  potential 
contamination  would  be  addressed, 

Recommend  that  all  references  to  off-range  ordnance  be  referred  to  as  "off-range  ordnance 
contamination".  This  is  still  not  consistent  throughout  the  document. 

Page  DDEIS-3,  confusing  and  contradictory  statements  such  as "  The  land  near  B-16 
contained  only  inert  ordnance,  which  contain  small  explnsiv*  charge  "  should  be  further 
explained.  Explosive  charges  are  not  inert,  It  should  be  explained  to  clarify.  Was  this 
statement  just  dropped? 

Page  DDEIS  ES-5,  chaff  and  flares  are  inconsistently  addressed  in  the  document.  It  is  BLM's 
understanding  that  chaff  and  flares  are  used  simultaneously  for  defensive  purpose's.  The  risks 
of  chaff  and  flares  should  be  addressed  together,  (see  specific  comments  below) 

Page  ES-7.  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  today's  simulator  technology  potentially  allows 
for  realism.  The  statement,  *  This  loss  of  realism  would  result  in  incomplete  training  of 
combat  pilots,  thereby  increasing  the  potential  for  loss  of  lives  in  combat  situations,"  is  a 
speculative  statement.  The  withdrawal  expansion  does  not  guarantee  no  lives  will  be  lost  in  a 
conflict.  Speculation  is  not  NEPA  analysis. 

Page  1-10,  The  DOE  use  of  the  Shoal  site  should  be  described  here,  not  just  the  Navy  uses. 

Page  1-13,  The  current  withdrawal  does  not  provide  sufficient  terrain  or  area  to  simulate  aj] 
threat  environments.  What  training  environments  are  covered  under  the  current  withdrawal 
and  how  would  additional  land  cover  aj]  threat  environments?  A  discussion  of  the  number  of 
chaff  and  flare  deployments  along  with  the  sortie  and  ordnance  deliveries  is  appropriate. 

Page  2-4,  Why  are  land  management  objectives  addressed  as  "should"  versus  "must"?  Slight 
changes  of  verbiage  potentially  diminish  the  "equal  weighing  of  the  use  of  the  land". 
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Page  2-6,7  The  difference  of  acreage  withdrawn  for  the  Shoal  site  between  Alternative  I  and 
Alternative  II  should  be  explained.  In  addition,  the  whole  relationship  and  potential  future 
monitoring  requirements  of  the  Shoal  Site  should  be  discussed  in  this  EIS,  because  the 
Navy /DOE  roles  and  responsibilities  were  unfortunately  not  fully  addressed  in  the  DOE'S 
"Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Nevada  Test  Site  and  Off-site  Locations  in  the  State 
of  Nevada".  Since  the  DOE  EIS  is  already  final,  the  NAS  Fallon  EIS  needs  to  fully  address 
the  Shoal  site  withdrawal  status  change.  It  appears  that  both  parties  assumed  the  analysis 
would  be  in  the  other  document. 


B-95 


Page  2-11  DDEIS,  Las:  sentence.  Recommend  the  last  sentence  read  "Alternative  II 
includes  all  public  lands  closed  to  the  public  due  to  off-range  ordnance  contami nation", 
DEIS-did  not  address. 


B-96 


Page  3-65  BLM  has  had  a  positive  experience  with  Ground  penetrating  radar  technology  for 
ordnance  detection  and  removal  in  the  Casper,  Wyoming  District.  A  surface  sweep  plus  the 
Stoles  technology,  plus  magnetometer  new  technologies  could  possibly  along  with  surface 
administration  requirements  provide  limited  public  access  opportunities.  "What  is  at  issue  here 
is  leaving  lands  contaminated  with  ordnance.  The  Navy  should  strive  to  minimize 
contamination  past,  present  or  future. 

Page  3-66  Recommend  the  MOA  among  BLM,  the  Navy,  and  State  of  Nevada,  be  included  as 
an  appendix.  Overall  the  discussion  and  mitigation  of  Off-range  ordnance  contamination  is 
weak.  The  expanded  withdrawal  addresses  public  health  and  safety,  but  does  not  fully  address 
environmental  degradation  and  contamination  by  off-range  ordnance  nor  address  future 
strategies  to  cleanup  these  ranges.  If  the  long-term  strategy  is  a  "sacrifice  zone"  in  perpetuity, 
then  so  state.  Otherwise,  a  long-term  strategy  incorporating  the  use  of  current  and  R&D 
technologies  to  remediate  the  bombing  ranges  should  be  addressed. 

The  DEIS  did  not  adequately  address  the  following  comments  on  the  DDEIS  CHAPTER  4, 
Environmental  Consequences.    Chaff  and  Flares.  This  section  needs  to  address  both,  as  it  is 
BLM's  understanding  that  both  are  deployed  simultaneously.    During  a  2  week  period  efforts 
were  made  to  retrieve  the  documents  cited  in  this  section  through  BLM's  technical  assistance 
contractor.  Except  for  the  1994  Electronic  Warfare  article,  none  of  the  references  were  found. 
The  references  cited  in  the  draft  EIS  report  should  be  made  available  to  both  BLM  and  the 
public  for  review  and  analysis.  The  following  libraries  were  queried  for  these  documents:  the 
Library  of  Congress,  the  National  Agricultural  Library,  the  Department  of  the  Interior's 
Natural  Resources  Library,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  Headquarters  and  Regional 
Libraries,  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory,  the  U.S.  Army's  Environmental  Center  at 
Aberdeen,  Maryland,  the  University  of  Nevada  at  Reno,  the  University  of  Maryland  at 
College  Park,  me  University  of  Delaware  at  Newark  and  at  Loews,  and  the  University  of 
Texas  at  Austin .  None  of  the  references  cited  were  found.  In  addition  to  physical  and  on-line 
searches  at  these  libraries,  Online  Computer  Library  Center  searches  were  done  for  each  of  the 
references  yielding  no  results. 
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The  Executive  summary  of  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory's  rebuttal  to  the  Electronic  Warfare 
Digest  was  also  found.  Are  there  biodegradable  alternatives  to  the  chaff  bundles?  Is  there 
research  to  develop  biodegradable  chaff?  What  are  obscurants  and  how  much  of  these  are 
deployed?  If  biodegradable  chaff  is  used  the  BIS  should  reflect  this  information  and  the 
emphasis  of  waste  minimization/pollution  prevention  (e.g.  use  of  biodegradable  chaff)  could       B- I 0O 
be  a  mitigation  measure,  How  many  bundles  are  dropped  at  each  Range  and  how  many  off- 
range  bundles  are  deployed?  The  EW  Digest  article  suggested  that  500.000  bundles  are 
dropped  nationally.  The  article  also  suggests  that  chaff  can  be  found  as  far  away  as  20  miles 
from  their  release  point. 

RCRA  regulation  suggests  that  if  a  product  is  being  used  for  its  intended  purpose,  it  is  not 
considered  a  solid  waste  under  RCRA.  However,  if  the  State  regulator  does  not  agree  that  this 
action  represents  the  use  of  a  product  for  its  intended  purpose,  the  chaff  may  be  considered  a 
solid  waste  under  RCRA.  The  State  of  Nevada  should  be  contacted  formally  and  their 
determination  documented  in  this  EIS.  Additionally,  if  excess  chaff  is  being  discarded  or 
abandoned,  this  material  is  a  solid  wapr?. 

An  EPA  Headquarters'   letter  dated  January  26,  1994  indicates  that  aluminum  chaff  bundles 

exposed  to  moisture  can  release  hydrogen  gas  which  is  flammable  and  therefore  a  B- 102 

characteristic  ha2ardous  waste.  Are  there  situations  where  chaff  remains  as  a  bundle,  i.e. , 

faulty  deployment,  etc.? 

Solid  waste  associated  with  spent  flares  are  plastic  tops  and  pistons  which  may  be  a  regulated 

RCRA  solid  waste.  Any  flares  that  were  duds  may  be  considered  hazardous  wastes  either 

from  toxic,  reactive  or  combustible  characteristics.   The  major  components  of  flares  listed  in 

the  Material  Safety  Data  Sheets  for  flares  appear  to  be  casings  (typically  Teflon  or  similar 

material),  oxidizers  (potassium  perchlorate,  sodium  nitrate,  barium  chlorate:,  and  combustible 

material  or  mixturc»(boron,  magnesium)  Several  of  the  compounds  listed  in  the  MSDS's  g  - 1  o3 

are  reported  lu  the  EPA  Toxic  Substance  Inventory  including  acetone,  barium  chlorate, 

boron,  n-hexane,  magnesium,  potassium  perchlorate,  and  sodium  nitrate.  Are  there  any 

studies  regarding  flares  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  water  or  plants?    Does  the  Navy  use  flares 

with  different  components?  If  so  the  MSDS's  should  be  made  available  to  the  BLM  for 

analysis  and  regulatory  determination. 

Table  3-11  briefly  references  unspent  flares  in  off-range  ordnance  sweeps.  How  many  flares 

are  deployed  within  each  Ranee?   How  many  flare.*  aw  deployed  off-range'?   How  many  flaree      B-104" 

will  be  deployed  off-range  in  each  Alternative  analyzed?  How  many  duds  are  predicted  for 
each  Alternative? 

Flares  that  are  deployed  below  the  minimum  flight  deployment  ceiling  are  an  obvious  fire 

hazard.  How  many  flare  deployments  occur  where  there  is  a  risk  of  fire  for  each  alternative?       3-\C5 

I  assume  that  past  experience  will  provide  this  data. 
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Bureau  of  Laud  Management,  Nevada  State  Office,  Dennis  Saawaison,  (702)  781-6532 

1 .  A  discussion  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  section  about  withdrawals,  rights-of-way,  and 
cooperative  agreements  would  be  helpful  to  the  public.  Section  302(b)  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  of  1976  states  that  Federal  agencies  can  only  use  public  land  by 
withdrawal,  right-of-way,  or  cooperative  agreement.  A  withdrawal  is  proper  for  ground  troop 
training,  tank  maneuvers,  etc.    A  cooperative  agreement  is  used  where  the  proposed  use  is 
similar  to  programs  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  There  should  also  be  a  discussion  as  to 
why  a  right-of-way  or  cooperative  agreement  would  not  be  appropriate  for  the  Navy's 
proposed  use. 

2.  Under  Alternatives  I,  H,  III,  the  proposed  withdrawal  ranges  in  size  from  127,765  acres  to 
189,090  acres.  However,  the  original  1982  application  and  the  three  subsequent  additions 
totals  199,667  acres. 


10/23/8 

47  FR  46892 

181,323  acres 

original  application 

09/21/92 

57  FR  43468 

7,750  acres 

ordnance  contamination 

01/25/96 

61  FR  2261 

7,584  acres 

Dixie  Valley  corridor 

06/13/96 

61  FR  30Q92 

3,010  acres 
199,667  acres 

approach  to  Bravo  16 

What  happened  to  the  10,577  acre  difference?  (Note: 
depict  the  199,667  acres). 


It  appears  that  the  maps  accurately 


3.  Category  A  and  B  lands  is  misleading  to  the  public,  i.e.,  Category  B  lands  "generally  will 
remain  open  to  public  use  and  mining."  The  Navy  will  still  have  some  type  of  control  over 
the  lands.  If  the  legislation  that  withdraws  these  lands  is  similar  to  Public  Law  99-606,  there 
would  be  a  provision  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  close  the  Category  B  lands  to  the  public 
if  military  operations,  public  safety,  or  national  security  warrants  closure.  Also,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  could  determine  that  Category  B  lands  are  not  suitable  for  opening  to  mining  or 
mineral  leasing.  (The  NelHs  Range  and  Bravo  20,  which  were  renewed  under  Public  Law  99- 
606,  have  remained  closed  to  public  use  and  mining.  No  regulations  or  procedures  have  been 
developed  for  mining  on  lands  withdrawn  by  Public  Law  99-606). 

Is  the  Navy  committed  to  making  all  Category  B  lands  available  to  the  public  for  as  many  uses 
as  possible*?  it  would  seem  that  until  a  resource  management  plan  is  completed,  lands  that  are 
suitable/available  for  Category  B  can  not  be  determined,  Depending  on  the  level  of  public  use 
allowed,  one  could  argue  why  the  Category  B  lands  need  to  be  withdrawn  in  the  first  place? 
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Applications  for  use  of  Category  B  lands  filed  by  individuals,  groups,  and  corporations  would 
have  to  be  coordinated  with  the  Navy,  thus  creating  contusion  for  the  public. 

Suggest  the  Navy  consider  that  all  the  lands  be  Category  A.  If  there  arc  provisions  in  the 
withdrawal  legislation  similar  to  Public  Law  99-606,  then  the  lands  could  still  be  opened  to  the 
public  or  to  mining  if  the  resource  management  plan  so  finds. 

4.  In  alternatives  II  &.  Ill,  the  concept  of  a  withdrawal  corridor  in  Dixie  Valley  to  link  Bravo 
17  with  the  private  lands  acquired  by  the  Navy  is  unusual  for  a  withdrawal.  If  the  main  reason 
for  the  corridor  is  access  to  their  Dixie  Valley  properties,  then  the  Navy  only  needs  a  right-of- 
way.  The  Navy  states  the  "panhandle  will  facilitate  better  use  of  withdrawn  public  land. " 
This  may  be  true  for  the  Navy,  but  a  withdrawal  corridor  would  result  in  management 
problems  for  the  public  land  on  either  side  of  the  corridor.  The  corridor  would  be  more 

like  a  barrier, 

The  Navy's  justification  for  a  withdrawal  corridor  is  that  not  only  will  it  be  used  for  access  to 
their  Dixie  Valley  properties,  it  will  also  be  used  for  ground  training,  etc.  It  would  seem  that 
the  area  north  of  the  existing  Bravo  17  proposed  for  withdrawal  is  large  enough  to  provide  for 
ground  training  without  the  withdrawal  corridor. 

Suggest  the  Navy  consider  an  alternative  without  the  panhandle,  including  the  lands 
intermingled  with  the  Navy  acquired  lands. 

5.  Page  1-7,  Integrated  Air  and  Ground  Training.  This  paragraph  suggests  that  in  addition 
to  combat  search  and  rescue  training,  there  is  close  air  support  training.  The  combat  search 
and  Tescue  training  is  quantified,  i.e.,  how  many  people  involved,  etc.  However,  the  close 
air  support  is  not  quantified.  On  page  1-14,  second  paragraph,  integrated  air  and  ground 
training  is  described  as  close  air  support,  combat  search  and  rescue,  and  intelligence 
gathering  missions. 

Suggest  the  Navy  consider  different  types  of  integrated  air  and  ground  training  be  discussed 
separately  so  that  the  reader  has  a  clear  idea  of  what  is  involved  in  each  type  of  training. 

6.  Page  1-11,  1.3  Purpose,  (2),  provide  safety  buffer  zones  around  the  training  ranges, 
including  Navy  control  of  lands  containing  off-range  ordnance.  However,  on  pages  2-33  and 
2-34,  Table  2-5,  any  buffer  areas  other  than  off-range  ordnance  are  not  identified. 

7.  Page  3-32,  Shoal  Site  (3.8.1.4)  The  Shoal  Site  was  withdrawn  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  on  September  6,  1962,  by  Public  Land  Order  No,  2771 ,  This  order  is  still  in  effect 
and  the  withdrawal  is  administered  by  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE).  Our  records  show 
that  the  withdrawal  is  for  2,56D  acres.  Where  does  the  2,765  acre  figure  used  in  the  draft  EIS 
come  from? 
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Suggest  that  the  2,560-acre  figure  be  used. 

Where  does  the  7,405  acre  figure  come  from?  During  the  1960's,  a  BLM  special  land  B-  I  15 

use  permit  was  issued  to  the  Navy  for  4,800  acres  in  the  same  area,  but  excluding  the 
DOE  withdrawal.  * 

Suggest  the  Navy  explain  that  prior  to  1976,  they  used  public  lands  in  the  Shoal  area, 
excluding  the  DOE  Shoal  withdrawal,  under  a  special  land  use  permit,  With  the  passage  of 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  the  BLM  could  no  longer  issue  special 
use  permits  to  the  Navy  or  any  other  Federal  agency. 

The  BLM  has  determined  through  the  withdrawal  review  process  that  we  will  not  take  the 
2,560-acre  Shoal  Site  back  from  DOE.  Withdrawal  by  the  Navy  would  be  appropriate. 

There  is  no  reference  to  the  DOE  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Nevada  Test 
Site  and  Off-Site  Locations  in  the  State  of  Nevada.  DOE  will  continue  to  conduct 
environmental  restoration  work  and  monitoring  at  Shoal,  This  use  is  expected  to  be  long  term. 

There  needs  to  be  a  discussion  about  Shoal  and  the  DOE  Final  EIS. 

Fisb  and  Wildlife  Service,  Region  I,  Portland  Oregon,  Merle  Richmond  (503)  231-2068 

QPNERAL  COMMENTS 

The  DEIS  does  not  identify  any  significant  adverse  impacts  to  biological  resources  on  public  lands 

subject  to  withdrawal.  However,  how  the  public  lands  would  be  managed  under  the  Resource 

Management  Plan  (Plan),  yet  to  be  developed,  may  be  more  important  in  determining  such 

impacts.  Therefore,  we  suggest  providing  the  public  and  the  resource  agencies  an  opportunity  to        R- 1 1 7 

review  a  draft  of  the  Plan  prior  to  approval  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management   In  particular, 

the  Plan  should  identify  and  address  the  precise  locations  of  the  EW  (electronics  warfare)  or 

TACTS  (tactical  aircrew  combat  training  system)  sites  and  the  approximately  50  sites  for  visual 

cuing  devices. 

The  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts  in  Chapter  5  of  the  DEIS  may  not  meet  the  requirements  of 

the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  The  DEIS  correctly  identifies  the  cumulative  impact  as 

the  impact  on  the  environment  that  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when  added 

to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions,  regardless  of  what  agency 

(Federal  or  non-Federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  other  actions.  However,  the  only  past,  B- 1  1 8 

present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  that  the  DEIS  examines  in  the  analysis  appear 

to  be  land  withdrawals  and  airspace  designations.  In  addition  to  land  withdrawals  and  airspace 

designations,  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  should  include  effects  of  livestock  grazing,  mining, 

recreation,  agriculture,  and  other  land  uses. 
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The  FEIS  needs  to  include  effects  of  these  activities  in  the  cumulative  impact  analysis    We 
suggest  using  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  January  1997  publication,  Considering 
Cumulative  Effects  Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Ant  as  guidance  in  developing  this 
section  for  the  FEIS 

SPECIFIC  QQMMffim 

Figures  2-h  2-7, 2-8,  2-9,  apd  3-12-  These  figures  consist  of  maps  showing  the  location  of 
the  Stillwater  marsh  and  the  Stillwater  National  Wildlife  Refuge.    3^12  shows  the  boundarv 
prior  to  J  990  but  not  the  present-day  boundary.  These  figures  should  be  corrected  to  show' the 
current  boundaries. 

Section  3A4?,    Sensitive  Species;  Wildlife,  Page  114.  The  fourth  paragraph  in  this  section 
slates  a  pair  of  peregrine  falcons  was  observed  near  Carson  Lake  from  1985  to  at  least  1987 
Biologists  at  Stillwater  National  Wildlife  Refuge  have  documented  23  sightings  of  peregrine 
falcons,  both  adult  and  immature  birds,  in  the  refuge  and  Carson  Lake  areas  from  January 
1990  to  October  1997.  The  FEIS  should  reflect  this  information. 

Section  3.3. s.  SensirivP  Habits    Page,  jjj    The  definition  of  primary  wetlands  in  this 
section  is  not  accurate.  Primary  wetlands  are  the  wetlands  located  within  the  Stillwater 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Stillwater  Wildlife  Management  Area,  Carson  Lake  and  Pasture, 
and  Fallon  Indian  Reservation,  They  make  up  the  Lahontan  Valley  wetlands  designated  by 
Public  Law  101-618,  Not  all  of  these  wetlands  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

Section  4. 2,2. 1 .  Water  Resources:  Alternative  I.   Papes  A-fi  gpj  4,7    The  DEIS  cites  a  Study 
by  the  U.S.  Army  in  which  aluminum-coated  chaff  was  submersed  in  salt  and  fresh  water.  In 
this  study,  an  aluminum  concentration  of  1  mg/L  was  measured  in  hard  to  very  hard  water,  but 
was  below  levels  of  detection  in  soft  water  after  21  days,  In  Nevada,  water  tends  to  be  hard. 
Depending  on  environmental  conditions  (particularly  pH),  aluminum  may  be  toxic  to  aquatic 
organisms  at  concentrations  well  below  1  mg/L.  The  FEIS  should  address  potential  aluminum 
toxicity  to  aquatic  organisms  occurring  in  withdrawal  areas. 

Section  4,2.3. 1  r,_BiQloeica1  Resources;  Alternative  I.  Page  4-]  ]  m  ^3    The  FEIS  should 
note  a  pair  of  bald  eagles  successfully  hatched  at  least  one  eaglet  at  Lahontan  Reservoir  during 
the  summer  of  1997.   The  eaglet,  however,  did  not  survive, 

Paragraph  2  on  page  4-13  discusses  impacts  of  placement  of  EW,  TACTS,  and  visual  cuing 
device  sites,  impacts  include  vegetation  loss  and  some  wildlife  displacement  over 
approximately  75  acres,  Clearing  of  vegetation  for  development  of  these  sites  during  the  avian 
breeding  season  may  result  in  destruction  of  nests  and  nest  contents  of  migratory  birds.  Under 
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the  Federal  Migrator)'  Bird  Treaty  Act,  active  nests  may  not  be  harmed,  and  migratory  birds 
may  not  be  killed.  Inactive  as  well  as  active  nests  of  bald  or  golden  eagles  also  may  not 
be  harmed. 

Land  clearing  should  be  conducted  outside  of  the  breeding  season.  If  this  is  not  feasible,  we 
suggest  a  qualified  biologist  survey  the  construction  zone  prior  to  land  clearing.  If  active  nests 
are  located,  a  temporary  buffer  should  be  placed  around  these  areas,  and  the  area  should  be 
avoided  to  prevent  destruction  or  disturbance  to  the  nests  until  they  are  no  longer  active. 
Clearing  may  take  place  if  no  active  nests  are  found. 

Paragraph  3  on  page  4-13  briefly  discusses  the  toxicity  of  chaff  to  plants  and  wildlife.  The 
discussion  does  not  address  effects  on  migratory  birds,  Upon  ingestion,  aluminum  may  be 
toxic  to  migratory  birds,  The  FEIS  should  address  the  potential  for  migrator)'  birds  or  other 
wildlife  to  ingest  chaff  or  chaff  panicles.  If  it  is  determined  that  wildlife  may  ingest  chaff,  an 
assessment  of  potential  risk  to  avian  species  should  be  conducted. 

The  FEIS  should  clarify  whether  indirect  impacts  of  the  land  withdrawal  could  include  an 
increase  in  livestock  grazing  in  other  areas  if  withdrawn  lands  are  taken  out  of  grazing  and 
livestock  production. 

Section  4,2, 10, 1 ,  Mineral  Resources'  Alternative  I.  Pag g  a.sq.  This  section  discusses  the 
effects  of  the  land  withdrawal  on  mining  activity.  The  narrative  should  clarify,  whether  active 
mines  or  geothermal  wells  are  present  in  the  proposed  withdrawal  areas.  Any  active  sites  on 
the  lands  to  be  withdrawn  should  be  reclaimed  prior  to  their  withdrawal.  The  FEIS  should 
state  the  reclamation  goal  is  the  restoration  of  the  native  ecosystem  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible.  Only  native  plants  indigenous  to  the  area  should  be  used  in  the  reclamation  process. 

The  National  Park  Service,  Pacific  West,  Matt  Wagers,  External  Compliance  Specialist, 
(415)  427-1442  or  Mark  Rudo,  Arcaeologist,  (415)  4274405. 

The  NAS  developed  the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan 
(CRMP)  to  serve  as  a  data  base  for  existing  NAS  lands.  The  CRMP  identifies  cultural 
resources  within  NAS-  managed  lands  as  well  as  for  a  three  mile  buffer  zone  bordering  areas 
proposed  for  withdrawal  in  1982.  An  archeological  site  prediction  model  was  developed  and 
tested  in  1995  by  surveying  5  percent  of  existing  NAS-managed  lands  as  well  as  lands 
proposed  for  withdrawal. 

The  NPS  is  concerned  that  the  land  identified  for  withdrawal  has  not  been  surveyed  for 

archeological  resources.  Page  3-27  of  the  DEIS  indicates  professional  archaeologists  will 

conduct  a  survey  of  the  lands  to  be  withdrawn  to  update  the  CRMP.  Should  the  proposed 

project  be  approved,  we  strongly  recommend  the  CRMP  be  fully  updated  to  include  both  the 

professional  archaeologists'  survey  findings  and  the  archeological  site  prediction  model  results 
for  the  area  withdrawn, 
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We  also  request  the  NAS  continue  consultation  with  the  Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  (SHPO)  to  facilitate  the  nomination  process  for  surveyed  resources  that  may  be  eligible 
for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP). 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  environmental  impact  statement. 
Sincerely, 

Patricia  Sanderson  Port 
Regional  Environmental  Officer 
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CC: 


Director,  OEPC,  w/original  incoming 
State  Director,  BLM,  Nevada 
Regional  Director,  FWS,  Portland 
Regional  Director,  NPS,  San  Francisco 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  B 

Patricia  Sanderson  Port,  US  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  B.  Letter  B  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  B  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  B 

Patricia  Sanderson  Port,  US  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance 
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Patricia  Sanderson  Port,  US  Department  of  the  Interior, 
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Letter  C 


INBEPl-VWfEltTO: 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

CA14FQKNIA.  MORMON  ?10NQS,  OREGON  fc  PONY  EXPRESS  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  TRAILS 

Long  Distance  Trails  Office 

334  South  State  Street,  Suite  250 

Pok  Office  Box  45166 
Salt  take  City,  Utah  8414SMU&B 


September  30, 1997 


Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066-5006 

Att:  Samuel  L.  Dennis,  Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 
Re;      Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Naval  Air 
Station  near  Fallon,  Nevada,  My  particular  interest  is  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail, 
authorized  by  Congress  in  August  of  1 992,  as  an  amendment  to  the  National  Trails  System  Act 
of  1968. 


Presently  there  is  a  huge  amount  of  interest  in  historic  trails,  especially  those  authorized  as 
national  historic  trails.  Many  are  following  the  historic  routes  and  visiting  specific  sites 
associated  with  the  trails.  The  Pony  Express  trail  is  no  exception  to  this  interest. 

The  route  of  the  Pony  Express  crosses  the  Naval  Air  Station  training  area  at  Fallon  in  a  west  to 
east  (or  the  obverse)  direction,  and  thus  is  presently  impacted  by  military  activities,  and  will 
continue  to  be  with  the  additional  areas  set  aside  as  proposed  by  the  DEIS.  It  is  a  severe 
restriction  of  public  access  for  miles  and  miles  of  the  trail,  the  corridor  through  which  it  passes, 
and  the  resources  associated  with  the  trail.  It  is  more  than  just  a  two-track  on  the  ground,   When 
aircraft  are  practicing  over  the  historic  trail  corridor,  the  sight  and  sound  of  such  is  a  severe 
detriment  to  the  experience  of  those  following  a  nineteenth  century  trail  route.  Some 
coordination  with  visitors  is  necessary  by  the  U.S.  Navy,  it  would  seem. 

I  understand  at  the  present  time  the  historic  corridor  is  off  limits  due  to  potential  live  ordnance  on 
and  in  the  ground.  If  additional  lands  are  to  be  set  aside,  it  would  seem  that  clearing  of  such 
ordinance  would  be  a  mitigation  action  to  be  taken.  This  however,  is  not  noted  in  the  DEIS  on 
page  4-21 ,  Section  4,2.7  of  Cultural  Resources.  If  the  corridor  and  historic  trail  resources 
including  the  historic  landscape  is  off  limits,  then  some  alternative  way  needs  to  be  provided  for 


c-i 


C-2 


Received:   10/  9/97;   12:02PM;  41S2443206  =>  CORDLE;   #11 

OCT. -09'  97 (THU)  12:59    NAVY  EF A  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG       TEL : 4 1 5244320 6         P.  Oil 


C-2 


visitors  to  experience  as  they  follow  the  historic  trail. 

At  the  present  time  a  long  range  management  plan  is  underway  through  the  Denver  Service 
Center  rfthe  National  Park  Service.  This  plan  and  EIS  when  completed  »  FY £  *" 
dSction  for  the  next  1 5-20  years,  and  he  the  principal  guidelmes  in  ^^^^^ 
id  nLging  agencies  and  private  landowners,  for  protecting  and  preserving  culwral  resources 
ZSSSL I  trail  and  ^viding  for  visitor  use  of  those  resource.  As  part  of  the 
comprehensive  management  plan,  it  identifies  significant  trail  resources  and  the 

^significant  part  of  the  Pony  Express  trail  extending  from  San  Francisco  to  St.  Joseph, 
Missouri. 

I  would  urge  the  U.S.  Navy  to  reassess  the  continued  closure  of  the  corridor  and  sources  of  the 
prrXpriss  National  Historic  Trail,  and  the  exter^^ 

navdair^tion.  Resources  are  significant  portions  of  the  expenence  for  wsitors  to  the  nauonal    C-4 
SSiSAnd  tats  to  those  resources  by  ordnance  used  in  practice  sessions  appears  to  be 
ongoing,  and  indeed  expanding.. 

The  conflict  of  uses  and  access  is  not  assessed  as  an  impact  in  the  DEIS.  It  should I  be sa 
addressed,  as  should  the  issue  for  protection  of  trail  resources  and  proposed  rmt^tKm, ,i 
believe  the  interests  of  corpulencies  tor  national  historic  trails  are  given  short  shrift  in  the 
assessment.  It  is  my  hope  these  matters  will  be  addressed  prior  to  finalization  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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Sincerely, 


Q}w  £  \(aA^ 


Jere  L.  Krakow 
Superintendent 


cc: 


Dale  Ryan,  National  Pony  Express  Association,  Nevada  Division 
Wayne  Howard,  President,  National  Pony  Express  Association 
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Letter  C 
Jere  L.  Krakow,  US  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park  Service 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  C.  Letter  C  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  C  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
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Land  Operations 
(702)  887-3550 


BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

WESTERN  NEVADA  AGENCY 

1677  HOT  SPRINGS  ROAD 

CARSON  CITY.  NEVADA    89706 
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memorandum 
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November  10, 1997 


Ropiy  Tot    Superintendent,  Western  Nevada  Agency 

ATTN:  Patrick  Williams,  Land  Operations  Officer 

subject;    Comments:  Draft  EJ5;  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and 
Training  Purposes,  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 

To:     Patricia  Port,  Regional  Environmental  Officer 
Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
San  Francisco,  California 

FAX:  (415)  744-4121 

Attached  are  the  comments  from  this  office  regarding  the  above  named  document.  AJso  attached 
is  a  request  for  cooperating  agency  status  sent  to  the  Navy  by  this  office  in  November,  J  995;  the 
Navy  never  responded.  To  our  knowledge,  the  Navy  never  consulted  with  the  Indian  Tribes  that  are 
impacted  by  the  proposed  action:  the  Walker  Rive*"  Paiut*  Tribe,  the  Fallon  Paiute-Shoshcnc  Tribes, 
and  the  Yomba  Shoshone  Tribe. 

Please  include  our  comments  in  the  Department  of  Interior  response  to  the  Navy.  Your  positive 
attention,  to  this  matter  is  appreciated.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  Patrick  Williams,  Land  Operations 
Officer,  with  any  questions.  He  can  be  phoned  at  (702)  887-3550  or  faxed  at  (702)  887-353  I. 


^rz^.  &<y^ 
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FAX   TRANSMITTAL 
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BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
WESTERN  NEVADA  AGENCY 

COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT: 

WITHDRAWAL  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  FOR  RANGE  SAFETY  AND  TRAINING 

PURPOSES 

NAVAL  AIR  STATION  FALLON,  NEVADA  (JUNE  1997) 


November  10, 1997 


wmimlm 


,<  V 
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Brave  1£ 


Tb«  Navy  proposes  te  r#!!fcdr«w  lends  arasasuS  Breve  16,  just  norSt  »ns!  sd|£=ent  to 
the  Walker  River  Patute  Reservation.  The  BIA  opposes  ariv  wtthdrawai  of  public 
lands  which  would  Increase  the  rta  of  Bravo  1».  as  training  activities  have  already 
resulted  In  the  contamination  by  ordinance  of  approximately  6,000  of  the  Walker 
River  Reservation.  Thia  has  denied  use  by  die  Tribe  and  Tribal  members  of  this 
land  for  grazing,  mineral  development  or  any  other  use.  The  BIA  and  Tribe  have 
been  negotiating  with  the  Navy  for  some  time  (without  success!  for  compensation 
for  denied  use.  it  is  our  opinion  that  with  an  increase  of  land  withdrawals 
associated  with  Bravo  16,  that  ordinance  contamination  will  occur  on  additional 
reservation  lands  and  that  the  Navy  will  continue  to  fall  fa  live  up  to  its 
responsibilities  in  dealing  with  the  contamination. 
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Management  of  withdrawn 
lands 


The  Navy  Insists  that  management  of  lands  to  be  withdrawn  remain  with  the  current 
land  management  agency,  which  would  be  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.  The  BIA  opposes  management  responsibility  for  withdrawn 
lands  remalnlno  with  the  currant  (and  management  .agencies.  This  is  an  attempt  by 
the  Navy  to  avoid  ultimate  responsibility  for  any  contamination  on  the  withdrawn 
lands  (ordinance,  chemical,  or  other  hazardous  andror  toxic  material),  which  would 
then  fail  to  the  agency  with  management  reaponelbfffty.  The  BLM  and  Reclamation 
would  then  fiea  the  brunt  of  puMc  criticism  for  contaminated  public  lands  and 
would  have  to  bear  any  eosta  associated  with  clean  up.  Clearly  the  Navy  has  to 
ipt  public  responsibility  as  well  as  be  prepared  to  absorb  any  clean  up  coats, 


Cumulative  impacts  and  the 
Western  Shoshone 


Brave  16 


Much  of  the  cumulative  impact  region  is  located  within  the  area  identified  by  the 
Indian  Claims  Commiesien  in  1978  an  (he  aboriginal  territory  of  the  Western 
Shoshone.  The  Western  Shoshone  have  dearly  stated  their  opposition  to  further 
military  expansion  due  to  the  cumulative  impacts  of  military  facilities  and 
operations.  Specifically,  the  Western  Shoshone  objections  are  because  of  health 
concerns,  aircraft  noise  during  traditional  ceremonies,  and  the  suspected 
degresSatisr.  of  (slant  and  animal  resources  caused  by  the  placement  of  remote 
equipment  and  materials  emitted  during  flights.  Areas  of  concern  include  the  Reese 
River  Valley,  Crescent  VaHey.  Qraee  Valley,  and  Bald  Mountain.  The  Western 
Shoshone  have  stated  that  they  abhorred  the  disruption  and  noise  associated  with 
military  operations  in  these  areas.  Impacted  tribes  Include  flie  Tombs  Shoshone 
Tribe,  located  in  the  Reese  River  Valley,  


Environmental  Justice 


The  Navy  proposes  to  restructure  airspace  designation  at  Bravo  16  (pp.  6-27  to  »). 
Low4!ytng,  high  speed  aircraft  currently  approach  Bravo  10  from  the  north,  and  the 
Navy  proposes  to  change  the  approach  to  be  from  the  south.  This  would  bring  low. 
flying,  high  speed  aircraft  over  the  Walker  River  Palute  Tribe,  which  hea  already 
suffered  contamination  from  spillage  of  ordinance  at  Bravo  1S.  The  Bjfl  opposes 
ttie  changeof  approach  to  Bravo  16  from  ttw.npnft  t°  *ha  *°28k 


This  section,  on  p.  S««,  does  not  address  the  potential  impacts  of  the  land 
withdrawals  oh  the  Reservations  located  In  the  immediate  area  (Fatten  Palute- 
Shoehone  Tribes  end  the  Walker  Rlvsr  Paiuto  Trilw),  nor  does  the  document 
address  potential  impacts  to  more  distant  reservations,  such  as  the  Yomba 
Shoshone  Tribe  located  in  the  Reese  River  Valley,  south  of  Austin.  Nevada. 
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attachment  to  Letter  D 


Office  of  the  Superintendent 

(702)  S87-3S00  NOV  Cg   T9f,c 


Captain  Scott  Ronnie,  Commanding 

ATTN:  Mr.  Larry  Jones 

Public  Works  Department,  Natural  Resources  Division. 

Naval  Air  Station 

Fallon,  Nevada  89406-5000 


g£:  NAS  Fallon  Land  Withdrawal  EIS~Cooperating  Agency  Status 


Dear  Captain  Ronnie: 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  ASairs  (BIA),  Western  Nevada  Agency  (WNA)  requests  Cooperating  Agency 
Status  with  respect  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  the  Proposed  Master  Land 
Withdrawal,  Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada.  We  request  this  status  under  40  CFR  1501.(5, 
Cooperating  Agencies. 

The  BIA  has  a  fiduciary  responsibility  in  respect  to  Indian.  Tribes  and  their  lands  and  has  a  trust 
responsibility  for  these  lands.  The  Land  Withdrawal  could  have  an  impact  on  two  Indian  tribes 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  WNA:  the  Fallon  Sboshone-Paiute  Tribes  and  the  Walker  River  Pahite 
Tribe,  The  tribes  and  the  BIA  have  concerns  regarding  the  following: 

1.  Safety:  ordinance  spillage  on  reservation  lands,  fuel  jettisoning  over  reservation  lands 
(RCRA,  CERCLA,  etc.). 

2.  Noise  pollution:  from  Naval  aircraft  on  the  reservations  (Clean  Air  Act). 

3.  Hazardous  materials:  possible  contamination  from  radar  chaff  on  reservation  lands  (RCRA, 
CERCLA  etc.). 

4.  Traditional  cultural  properties,  archaeological  sites,  and  burials:  on  withdrawn  lands  (Section 
106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  National  Park  Service  Bulletin  38,  Native 
American  Graves  Protection,  and  Repatriation  Act,  and  other  related  acts,  regulations,  etc.) 

The  following  members  of  my  staff  will  be  lead  contacts  if  our  request  for  cooperating  agency  status 
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is  accepted:: 

Patrick  Williams,  Land  Operations  Officer  and  Agency  Environmental  Coordinator,  (702) 
887-3550 

Curtis  Miilsap,  Realty  Officer  and  Agency  Hazardous  Materials  Coordinator,  (702)  887- 
3571 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  your  staff  on  this  EIS  and  I  appreciate  your  positive 
attention,  to  this  matter.  If  you  have  any  questions  please  feel  free  to  contact  either  Pat  or  Curtis. 


Sincerely, 


Superintendent 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  D 
Superintendent,  US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  D.  Letter  D  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  D  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

D-l  16c 

D-2  5e 

D-3  16d 

D-4  ■  16a 

D-5  16e 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 


Received:      10/14/97;  9:28AM; 

OCT.  -14'  97 (TUE)   10:25 


4152443206    =>    CORDLE; 


#6 


NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:  4152443206 


Letter  E 


Department  of  Energy 

Npvada  Operations  Office 

P.  Q  Box  9851S 
Las  Vegas,  W  BS193-B518 

OCT  07  1997 


Commanding  Officer,  Engineering 

Field  Activity  West 
ATTN:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis,  Environmental 

Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5066 

WITHDRAWAL  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  FOR  RANGE  SAFETY  &  TRAINING  PURPOSES, 
NAVAL  AIR  STATION,  FALLON,  NEVADA 

The  Department  of  Energy,  Nevada  Operations  Office  (DOE/NV),  reviewed  the  subject 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  Our  review  was  limited  to  the  Shoal  Site  and 
we  have  the  following  comments: 

Page  2-29,  Section  2.3.2.2,  paragraph  5,  Future  Develooment/Structures: 

1 .  The  DOE/NV  does  not  agree  that  the  Navy  "obtain  the  right  to  approve  new  or  modified 
developments"  on  the  Shoal  Site  as  currendy  withdrawn  for  DOE  use.  We  do  appreciate 
your  need  far  a  height  limitation  of  50  feet  and  we  understand  the  nonconforming 
structures  also  might  be  allowed.  We  would  like  to  point  out  that  there  may  be  a  need 
for  a  nonconforming  structure  in  order  for  DOE/NV  to  meet  site  characterization  and 
remediation  goals. 

2.  The  EIS  should  clearly  state  that  at  the  Shoal  Site  access  to  the  subsurface  by  drilling 
or  any  other  means  and/or  removal  of  any  subsurface  material  is  prohibited  without 
approval  of  DOE/NV. 

The  DOE/NV  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  EIS.  If  you  need  any  further 
assistance,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Leslie  A.  Monroe,  EPD,  at  (702)  295-1744,  or  Peter  A. 
Sanders,  Shoal  Site  Project  Manager,  at  (702)  295-1037. 
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Ksfine&A.Hoar,DiK 


EPD:LAM*8009 


,  Director 
Environmental  Protection  Division 
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cc: 

S.  A.  Mellington,  ERD,  DOE/NV,  Las  Vegas,  NV 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  E 
Kenneth  A.  Hoar,  US  Department  of  Energy,  Nevada  Operations  Office 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  E.  Letter  E  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  E  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation  Response  Location 


E-l  8c 

E-2  8d 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter  F 

BOB  KU.WI  STATE  OF  NEVADA  JOHN  P.  COMEAUX 

Gouemor  Director 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Capital  Complex 

Carooa  City,  Nevada    89710 

Fax  (702)  687-3983 

(70S)  687-4065 


October  10, 1997 


Commanding  Officer 
Engineering  Field  Activities  West 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006 

Attn.:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis,  Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

SAI  95300152:  Additional  State  of  Nevada  Comments  on  the  U.S.  Navy 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station 
(NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada. 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

Below  are  detailed  comments  for  the  U.S.  Navy's  Range  Safety  and  Training 
Land  Withdrawal  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  Naval  Air 
Station  Fallon.  Ab  you  know,  the  State's  oral  comments  were  presented  at  the 
public  hearing  held  on  September  16,  1997,  in  Reno,  Nevada  at  the  Peppermill 
Hotel  Casino. 

In  those  comments,  we  discussed  issues  concerning  the  expansion  and 
continued  use  of  the  Bravo  16  air-to-ground  bombing  range;  concerns  regarding  the 
Navy's  compliance  with  the  Presidential  Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice 
(E.0. 12898);  the  Navy's  "newly  envisioned"  integrated  air  and  ground  training 
program;  the  planned  expansion  of  Electronic  Warfare  (EW)  sites;  the  Navy's 
reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  designations;  and  public  participation  through  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  process. 


F-2L 
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Draft  EIS  October  10, 1997  State  of  Nevada 

U.S.  Navy  Land  Withdrawal  Comments 


Since  the  public  hearing  format  for  the  DEIS  provided  limited  time  to 
delineate  all  of  these  concerns,  we  are  taking  this  opportunity  to  elaborate  on 
eeveral  of  these  points.  As  always,  we  hope  the  State's  comments  prove  useful  in 
developing  the  Final  EIS  and  are  considered  by  the  Navy,  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  and  Nevada's  Congressional  Delegation  in  the  formation  of  a 
legislative  proposal  for  the  proposed  land  withdrawal. 

These  detailed  comments  are  grouped  by  the  following  categories  and  are 
followed  by  a  general  set  of  recommendations.  We  have  also  attached  comments 
from  executive  branch  state  agencies. 

•  Continued  Use  of  the  Bravo  16  Air-to-Ground  Bombing  Range; 

•  Navy's  Compliance  with  the  Presidential  Executive  Order  on  Environmental 
JuBtice  (E.0. 12898); 

•  Navy's  Newly  Envisioned  Integrated  Air  and  Ground  Training  Program; 

•  Planned  Expansion  of  Electronic  Warfare  (EW)  and  Tactical  Aircrew  Combat 
Training  System  (TACTS)  Sites; 

•  The  Navy's  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Airspace  Designations;      «•■ «? 

•  Public  Participation  through  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  process; 

•  Recommendations;  and 

•  Appendix  --  Executive  Branch  State  Agency  Comments. 

Detailed  Comments 

©        Continued  Use  of  the  Bravo  16  Air-to-Ground  Bombing  Range 

The  continued  use  of  the  Bravo  16  air-to-ground  bombing  range  is  an  issue 
the  State  of  Nevada  would  like  to  see  resolved,  and  yet,  after  years  of  expressed 
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Draft  EIS 

U.S.  Navy  tmd  Withdrawal 


October  10, 1997 


State  of  Nevada 
Comments 


abjection  by  State  officials,  it  appears  the  Navy  is  determined  to  retain  the  use  of 
this  range.  The  problem  with  Bravo  16  lies  in  the  proximity  of  the  range  to  urban 
and  rural  developments,  recreational  areas,  fragile  riparian  ecosystems,  and  Native 
American  sovereign  lands. 

Bravo  16  is  located  just  west  of  the  city  of  Fallon.  The  range  is  bordered  by 
the  Lahontan  reservoir  on  the  east;  it  lies  just  north  of  the  Walker  Indian 
Reservation;  and  it  abuts  the  Sheckler  farm  district.  For  years,  State  officials  have 
stated  that  the  continued  use  of  Bravo  16  would  increase  ongoing  health,  and  safety 
threats  for  local  residents  (i.e.,  from  low-level  high  speed  jet  overflights).   More 
recently,  we  have  said  the  long-term  use  of  the  range  is  inconsistent  with  the 
principles  of  environmental  quality,  economic  diversification,  and  overall 
community  health  for  the  citizens  of  Churchill  County  and  the  Native  Americans  in 
the  region. 


F-3 


In  thB  State's  September  16  public  hearing  comments,  we  said  we  were 
"disappointed  with  the  Navy's  decision  not  to  address  the  abandonment  of  Bravo  16 
as  part  of  the  land  withdrawal  proposal  *   While  the  Navy  has  finally  admitted  that 
a  noise  and  safety  threat  exists  for  area  residents  who  live  near  the  range,  the 
Navy's  plan  to  "adjust"1  the  airspace  to  mitigate  these  safety  threats  may  well 
represent  a  temporary  solution  to  a  long-term  problem. 

Appendix  E  of  the  DEIS  contains  a  summary  of  the  Bravo  16  RAICUZ 
(Range  Air  Installation  Compatibility  Uae  Zone)  update  study.  The  RAICUZ  is 
essentially  an  air-to-ground  noise  Btudy  that  is  used  in  part  to  identify  range  safety 
zones.  In  the  findings  of  the  RAICUZ  study,  only  12  residential  units  (31  people) 
were  identified  as  being  beneath  Range  Safety  Zone  C.  Zone  C  is  defined  as  an 
overflight  zone  without  armed  overflight  and  "is  the  minimum  restricted  airspace 
required  for  aircraft  to  maneuver  on  the  range."2 


F-4 
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Draft  BIS  October  10, 1997  State  of  Nevada 

U.S.  Navy  Land  Withdrawal  Comments 


This  means  that  under  the  proposed  airspace  configuration  for  Bravo  16, 
private  residential  property  would  still  be  directly  affected  by  high  speed,  low-level 
jet  overflights.  These  residential  properties  are  located  southwest  of  Fallon,  an  area 
that  has  significant  development  potential.  Thus,  while  this  new  airspace  F"  4 

configuration  will  significantly  reduce  noise  and  safety  threats  over  private 
property  in  the  Shecklsr  district,  where  some  2,000  people  were  routinely  affected, 
under  the  proposed  airspace  configuration,  use  of  the  range  will  continue  to  conflict 
with  long-term  regional  land  use  in  terms  of  urban  and  rural  growth  patterns  in 
Churchill  County, 

O        Navy's  compliance  with  the  Presidential  Executive  Order  on 
Environmental  Justice  (E.0. 12898) 

We  helieve  the  new  proposed  airspace  configuration  for  the  Bravo  16  bombing 
range  could  have  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  and 
environmental  effects  on  lands  belonging  to  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation. 
Yet  the  Navy  flatly  disagrees  with  this  assumption  by  stating  in  the  DEIS  that  the 
land  withdrawal  would  not  affect  Native  Americans  because  the  withdrawal  does 
not  involve  their  lands,  and  because  Navy  operations  near  those  lands  would  not 
increase  (DEIS,  page  25).  This  analysis  avoids  the  connection  between  the  Navy's 
land  withdrawal  and  the  new  airspace  configuration  proposed  for  Bravo  16. 

The  Navy's  claim  that  airspace  changes  are  a  separate  action  from  the  land 
withdrawal  (DEIS,  Page  5-2)  does  not  comply  with  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality's  (CEQ)  regulations  for  implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (i.e.,  CFR  1508.25(lXiii),  508.25(2)  and  1508.25(3)),  These  regulations  require 
federal  agencies  to  assess  connected  and  similar  actions.  According  to  CEQ,  agency 
actions  are  connected  if  they  are  "...inter-  dependent  parte  of  large  actions  and 
dependent  on  the  larger  action  for  their  justification  [and  actions  are  similar] . . . 
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when  viewed  with  other  reasonably  foreseeable  or  proposed  agency  actions,  [and] 

have  similarities  that  provide  a  basis  for  evaluating  their  environmental  F  -  5 

consequences  together,  such  as  common  timing  or  geography." 

While  the  Navy's  DEIS  dfifia.  include  a  discussion  about  the  airspace  changes 
needed  to  facilitate  a  new  airspace  configuration  and  land  withdrawal3  for  Bravo  16, 
the  document  does  not,  provide  a  detailed  evaluation  of  the  environmental 
consequences,  in  terms  of  Environmental  Justice  considerations,  for  the  new 
airspace  changes.  Although  the  Navy  presents  a  table  in  the  document  that 
attempts  to  assess  Navy  compliance4  with  the  Presidental  Executive  Order  on 
Environmental  Justice,  no  real  assessment  is  disclosed  in  the  document.  It  appears         F-  £? 
a  detailed  analysis  was  not  performed  because  the  airspace  proposed  is  not 
considered  part  of  the  proposed  action.  The  DEIS  does  state  that  "no  increase  in  the 
number  of  flights  over  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  would  occur"  (DEIS,  Page 
5-28),  and  yet  the  new  airspace  configuration  calls  for  establishing  a  Military 
Operations  Area  (MOA)  over  the  reservation  and  using  an  existing  MTR  (Military 
Training  Route)  to  ingress  the  Bravo  16  target  area. 

State  officials  believe  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  is  considering  an 
action  to  implement  the  proposed  airspace  changes  for  Bravo  16.  Because  the 
airspace  adjustments  would  involve  restricted  airspace  to  the  ground  level  and  the 
establishment  of  a  MOA  with  an  aboveground  altitude  of  500  feet,  the  action  would  F  "  "7 

trigger  an  environmental  analysis  as  per  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
At  this  writing,  the  FAA.  had  not  set  a  date  for  initiating  the  scoping  process. 

In  any  event,  State  officials  contend  that  the  land  withdrawal  is  directly 
connected  to  the  airspace  action,  and  given  the  inadequate  analysis  of 
environmental  justice  issues  presented  in  the  DEIS,  we  believe  the  Navy  must 
reevaluate  the  environmental  justice  considerations  in  the  Final  EIS  for  its  land 
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withdrawal  and  airspace  proposal  at  Bravo  16.  Also,  State  officials  do  not  believe 

this  responsibility  should  fall  to  the  FAA,  since  DoD's  Strategy  on  Environmental 

Justice  and  its  Implementation  Plan  call  for  "addressing  any  disproportionately 

high  and  adverse  human  health  and  environmental  effects  on  minority  and  low  f-R 

income  populations  . .  .[and]  be  implemented  in  connection  with  the  NEPA 

process."5  Such  an  evaluation  must  be  accomplished  because  the  land  withdrawal 

and  the  proposed  airspace  changes  are  actions  that  are  clearly  connected  and 

interdependent. 

©        Navy's  Newly  Envisioned  Integrated  Air  and  Ground  Training 
Program 


During  the  1995  scoping  process  for  the  DEIS,  the  State  said  that  since  bomb 
footprints  apply  only  to  the  remote  Bravo  17  and  19  air-to-ground  bombing  ranges, 
"we  [were]  unclear  as  to  how  the  stated  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  action 
$■&■>  provide  M>i$e,  Safety,  and  off-range  ordnance  hazard  buffers  aro^uj  tmnmg 
nmem)  relates  to  the  expansion  of  the  proposed  Electronic  Warfare  range  and  the 
Shoal  site."  We  note  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  DEIS  delineates  a  withdrawal 
of  71,365  acres  for  these  areas. 

We  also  said  that,  in  order  to  accommodate  the  stated  purpose  and  need  for 
the  proposed  withdrawals,  these  buffer  zones  must  be  based  on  the  need  to  prevent 
significant  threats  to  the  human  and  natural  environments,  such  as  threats  caused 
by  low-level  overflights,  sonic  booms,  off-range  ordnance,  electromagnetic  radiation, 
etc.  State  officials  then  asked  the  Navy  to  clarify  the  specific  threats  concerning 
overflight  activities  at  the  Electronic  Warfare  range  and  the  Shoal  site.6 

Not  surprisingly,  the  State's  review  of  the  DEIS  found  no  specific  threats  or 
significant  impacts  associated  with  overflight  activities  at  either  of  these  two  sites. 
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What  was  found,  however,  was  a  new  mission  activity  called  the  "integrated  air  and 
ground  training  program."  While  the  need  for  this  activity  is  an  issue  that  cannot 
be  assessed,  given  the  limited  information  presented  in  the  DEIS,  State  officials  are 
nevertheless  concerned  that  the  Navy's  Notice  of  Intent7  for  the  withdrawal  foiled  to 
mention  this  new  integrated  air  and  ground  training  program. 

According  to  the  DEIS,  this  new  program  would  entail  "small  ground  training 
operations,  such  as  those  conducted  by  groups  of  Bpecial  forces  personnel,"  The 
document  says  "the  Navy  will  use  the  withdrawn  land  for  integrated  air  and  ground 
training  operations  . . .  [and  that]  special  desert  patrol  vehicles,  modified  dune 
buggies,  may  also  be  used  by  ground  personnel  [and]  these  vehicles  will  be  used 
only  on  existing  roadways  and  trails  and  will  be  used  alone  or  in  pairs  primarily 
during  airwing  deployments."  The  DEIS  further  states  that  "under  desert  rescue 
scenarios,  the  most  intensive  integrated  training  event  consists  of  four  vehicles  and 
up  to  15  personnel."  Finally,  the  document  states  that  Sea-Air-Land  (SEAL)  unita 
require  large  training  areas  so  that  they  can  prepare  realistically  for  long  range 
patrols  [and  that]  the  proposed  panhandle  area  would  provide  the  area  for  long- 
range  patrols  by  linking  together  existing  Navy-controlled  lands,  as  well  as  allow 
for  the  placement  of  EW  (Electronic  Warfare  Bites)  and  visual  cuing  device  sites"  [in 
Dixie  Valley].  Table  2-3  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  Just  over  BOO  integrated  air  and 
ground  training  activities  would  be  conducted  annually,  and  200  of  these  training 
activities  would  be  conducted  in  Dixie  Valley, 

Since  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  allow  the  placement  of  EW  siteB 
in  the  Dixie  Valley  area,  as  per  a  recently  completed  Plan  Amendment,  it  appears 
the  68,000  plus  acres  in  Dixie  Valley  is  primarily  needed  for  the  Navy's  new 
integrated  air  and  ground  training  program. 
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In  the  State's  1995  scoping  comments  for  the  withdrawal,  we  stated  that 
buffer  zones  around  bombing  ranges  should  be  established  strictly  aa  buffer,  and 
such  zones  should  be  specifically  designed  to  addreBS  noise  and  safety  issues.  Since 
the  need  for  buffer  zones  was  to  addreaa  public  health  and  safety,  the  State  strongly 
encouraged  the  Navy  to  focus  the  analysis  in  the  DEIS  on  an  assessment  of  noise 
and  Bafety  issues  to  support  the  establishment  of  buffer  zones.  It  was  also  said  that 
"the  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  action  —  as  defined  in  the  May  12, 1995, 
Federal  Register  Notice  —  must  be  carefully  linked  to  the  amount  of  acreage  that  is 
actually  needed;  otherwise,  legal  sufficiency  of  the  EIS  may  be  questioned." 

The  State's  review  of  the  DEIS  indicates  the  Navy  has  changed  the  proposed 
action  for  the  withdrawal  after  the  scoping  process  was  concluded.   It  is  believed 
this  ehange  constitutes  a  new  mission  activity  that  is  directly  linked  to  the  need  for 
the  land  withdrawal 

Be  that  as  it  may,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires 
agencies  tD  "consider  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action",  and  it  requires  agencies 
to  "study,  develop,  and  describe  appropriate  alternatives  to  recommended  courses  of 
action  in  any  proposal  which  involves  unresolved  conflicts  concerning  alternative 
uses  of  available  resources".8 

Accordingly,  the  State  contends  the  DEIS  fails  on  both  these  counts.  In  fact, 
the  document  provides  no  alternative  to  the  proposed  ground  training  program,  and 
it  clearly  states  that  "development  of  EW  and  TACTS  sites  and  integrated  air  and 
ground  training  activities  couJ4  adversely  affect  the  quality  of  recreational 
experiences  in  the  Dixie  Valley  area  (see  Table  2. 6,  page  2-47).     Thus,  while  a 
proposed  action  has  been  disclosed  in  the  DEIS,  the  Navy  has  failed  to  develop  and 
evaluate  alternatives  to  the  ground  training  program.  Development  of  alternatives 
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is  a  fundamental  requirement  and  primary  tenant  of  NEPA  itself  (42  U.S.C.  §  4332 
Section  102  (c)(iii). 

Finally,  in  the  State's  public  bearing  comments  presented  in  Reno  on 
September  16, 1997,  it  was  said  the  Dixie  Valley  withdrawal  was  the  only 
alternative  considered  £>r  ground  training  activities,  and  the  Navy  should  have 
evaluated  the  potential  for  co-use  of  other  military  lands,  such  as  the  northern  part 
of  the  Nellie  range,  for  its  planned  ground  training  program.  It  waa  also  said  that 
"had  the  Navy's  plan  for  development  of  a  ground  training  program  been  disclosed 
during  the  1995  scoping  process,  the  State  would  have  insisted  that  the  Nellis  range 
be  considered  for  such  an  activity," 

Accordingly,  in  the  Final  EIS  or  a  revised  DEIS  as  may  be  appropriate,  the 
Navy  must  consider  alternatives  to  the  Dixie  VaEey  ground  training  program,  as 
well  as  provide  a  programmatic  assessment  of  the  proposed  ground  training  mission 
itself.  Such  an  assessment  Bhould  include  potential  "siting  alternatives"  at  other 
existing  DoD  facilities  at  both  the  national  and  regional  levels.  This  new  ground 
training  activity  should  also  be  assessed  in  terms  of  its  relationship,  if  any,  to  the 
congressionally  required  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  process.  » 

©        Planned  Expansion  of  Electronic  Warfare  and  TACTS  Sites 

In  June  1996,  the  State  of  Nevada  provided  comments  concerning  the  siting 
of  military  communications  equipment  (primarily  Electronic  Warfare  sites)  on 
public  lands  in  central  Nevada.  The  State's  comments  were  prepared  in  response  to 
a  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Plan  Amendment  Environmental 
Assessment  (EA).S  The  comments  took  issue  with  past  BLM  decisions  for 
permitting  Navy  EW  sites  on  public  lands  and  suggested  that  a  cumulative  review 
of  the  U.S.  Navy's  ground-based  communication  systems  should  be  undertaken. 
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The  remarks  were  based  on  the  assumption  that  a  direct  relationship  exists 
between  the  expansion  of  EW  sites  and  Navy  plans  to  acquire  additional  military 
airspace  in  the  region. 

The  State's  letter  to  BLM  concluded  by  suggesting  that  any  further 
expansion  of  these  sites  could  only,  be  accomplished  through  preparation  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  State's  position  was  transmitted  to  BLM  by 
Governor  Bob  Milter.10 

State  officials  recognize  the  relationship  between  ground-based  electronic 
communication  facilities  and  the  use  of  existing  and/or  new  military  airspace.  With 
the  construction  of  every  new  ground-based  threat  emitter  site  comes  a  more 
focused  and  intensified  use  of  the  military  airspace  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site. 
BLM's  Plan  Amendment-EA  carefully  documented  this  relationship  through  a  F  "  ^ 

discussion  of  tactical  and  mission-related  Navy  flight  training  activities.  State 
officials  concurred  with  BLM's  finding  that  these  activities  are  responsible  for  both 
direct  and  indirect  impacts  on  the  human  and  natural  environment. 

In  consideration  of  these  concerns,  the  Navy's  land  withdrawal  DEIS  notes 
that  to  achieve  the  most  realistic  combat  training  possible,  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon 
(NAS  Fallon)  must  create  representative  threat  scenarios.  To  accomplish  this,  the 
Navy  is  proposing  to  place  visual  cueing  devices  on  the  Fallon  Range  Training 
Complex  (FRTQ  and  install  additional  EW  sites  on  the  lands  proposed  for 
withdrawal  (DEIS,  Page  1-12). 

Specifically,  the  Navy  is  proposing  to  develop  up  to  five  EW  or  TACTS  sites 
and  up  to  50  sites  for  placement  of  visual  cueing  devices.  The  cumulative  impact  of 
this  action  would  affect  about  76  acres  on  the  proposed  withdrawn  lands. 
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What  is  disturbing,  however,  are  repeated  statements  in  the  DEIS  that  state 
"any  military  use  that  becomes  necessary  outside  of  the  proposed  withdrawal 
footprint  would  continue  to  be  coordinated  with  the  BLM  or  other  appropriate 
agency"  (DEIS,  page  2-2).  While  the  meaning  of  this  statement  is  not  at  all  clear,  if 
the  Navy  is  proposing  additional  EW  sites  outside  of  the  Dixie  Valley  area,  State 
officials  contend  that  such  actions  could  only  be  approved  through  a  comprehensive 
or  programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  do  note  that  placement  of 
these  sites  outside  of  the  Dixie  Valley  area  is  astpart  of  the  proposed  action  for  the 
subject  DEIS. 

As  it  now  stands,  the  BLM  has  "temporarily"  prohibited  future  electronic 
threat  emitter  sites  outBidB  the  Dixie  Valley  area.  While  the  Navy  has  formally 
appealed  this  decision"  and  BLM  has  postponed  action  to  resolve  the  appeal,  these 
federal  agencies  should  be  aware  that  the  State  of  Nevada  remains  firm  in  its  P"  '^ 

position  and  would  protest  if  the  BLM  authorizes  any  EW  sites  on  public  lands 
outside  of  the  Dixie  Valley  area  without  a  full  environmental  review.  Because  the 
expansion  of  these  sites  represents  a  permanent  commitment  of  public  lands,  the 
State  has  argued  that  only  the  Congress  should  authorize  such  an  activity. 

In  a  related  matter,  the  State  has  also  argued  that  there  is  a  direct 
relationship  between  the  expansion  of  these  ground-based  EW  sites  and  the  Navy's 
long-term  plan  to  double  its  existing  airspace  in  the  region.  The  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  outlines  the  Navy's  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  needs,  which 
include  creating  the  Diamond,  Duckwater,  and  Smokey  Military  Operations  Areas. 
The  combined  area  these  MOAs  would  overlie  totals  more  than  10,000  square  miles 
The  DEIS  is  silent,  however,  on  future  plana  for  expanding  its  EW  and  TACTS  sites 
in  areas  that  would  be  covered  by  these  MOAs. 
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The  Navy's  claim  that  airspace  changes  are  a  separate  action  from  the  land 
withdrawal  is  contrary  to  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  (CEQ) 
regulations  for  implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  Placement  of 
threat  emitter  sites  is  a  connected  action  that  should  not  be  segregated  from  a 
proposal  to  expand  Special  Use  Airspace  in  the  region.  Hence,  the  Final  EIS  should 
clarify  the  intent,  scope,  and  meaning  of  the  statement  in  the  DEIS  that  says  "any 
military  use  that  became  necessary  outside  of  the  proposed  withdrawal  footprint 
would  continue'  to  be  coordinated  with  the  BLM  or  other  appropriate  agency." 

O        The  Navy's  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Airspace  Designations 

The  Navy's  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  needs  described  in  the  DEIS 
include  creation  of  the  Diamond,  Duckwater,  and  Smokey  Military  Operations 
Areas.  The  document  also  briefly  describes  several  changes  to  NAS  Fallon's 
existing  military  airspace.  Because  the  DEIS  provides  only  a  brief  appraisal  of 
these  airspace  changes,  it  is  difficult  to  assess  the  potential  long-range  cumulative 
effects  these  changes  could  have  on  the  human  and  natural  environment  in  the 
region.  The  document  does  state  that  "more  precise  impacts  would  be  determined 
through  project-specific  NEPA  analysis"  (DEIS,  page  5-37).  While  the  DEIS  is 
silent  on  the  scope  and  content  of  these  project-specific  NEPA  analyses,  State 
officials  believe  that  a  programmatic  EIS  would  be  required  to  initiate  these  large 
scale  military  airspace  changes.  Such  an  analysis,  moreover,  must  consider 
alternatives  for  co-use  of  other  existing  military  airspace  in  the  region,  such  as 

airspace  assigned  to  the  NeUis  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home  AFB  Idaho  and 
Hill  AFB  in  Utah. 

While  agencies  have  some  discretion  in  determining  whether  to  prepare  a 
programmatic  EIS,  such  documents  are  clearly  appropriate  for  assessing  the 
impacts  of  joint  actions  when  it  is  "the  best  way"  to  assess  such  effects.  This  is 
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particulary  important  when  such  effects  are  connected,  cumulative,  or  considered 
sufficiently  similar.   More  importantly,  a  programmatic  EIS  is  required  if  an 
agency  has  several  proposed  actions  pending  at  the  same  time  and  those  actions 
will  have  cumulative  or  synergistic  environmental  effects.  For  the  Navy,  those 
actions  include; 

O     A  high-altitude  bombing  proposal; 

O     Planned  strike  aircraft  rendezvous  and  stand-off  "jammer"  operations  in  the 
proposed  Duckwater  MCA; 

O     Proposed  expansion  of  the  existing  supersonic  flight  area;  and 

O     Proposed  tactical  low-level  ingress  from  the  proposed  Smokey  MOA  to  target 
ranges  B-17  and  B-19  . 

It  is  worth  mentioning  that  all  of  these  new  flight  training  activities  are 
directly  connected  to  the  Navy's  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  designations 
described  in  the  referenced  DEIS  (Seepages  5-27  and  5-36). 

In  a  related  matter,  State  officials  are  stiU  unclear  on  how  the  Navy  intends 
to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Public  Law  99-606,  Section  5(2)(A).  This  law 
renewed  the  3  million  acre  land  withdrawal  for  the  Nellis  Air  Force  Range  as  well 
as  authorized  the  original  withdrawal  for  the  Navy's  Bravo  20  air-to-ground 
bombing  range  located  north  of  Fallon  in  the  Carson  Sink  A  reading  of  the  law13 
suggests  that  the  Navy  must  include  all  of  its  existing  withdrawals  in  one 
comprehensive  EIS  document  for  consideration  by  the  Congress  by  the  year  2001. 
State  officials  have  yet  to  receive  a  clear  indication,  however,  on  what  the  scope  of 
the  Navy's  PL-99-606  EIS  might  be.  This  EIS  is  to  be  completed  in  1998. 
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Given  all  of  these  uncertainties,  State  officials  expect  the  Navy  to  present  in 
the  Final  EIS  a  clear,  concise  NEPA  strategy  that  specifically  addresses  all  of  the 
Navy's  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  withdrawals  for  the  FRTC.  This  strategy 
should  also  disclose  how  the  Navy  intends  to  comply  with  the  NEPA  requirements 
stipulated  under  PL  99-606. 

O        Public  Participation  through  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act 
Process. 

On  October  11, 1996,  the  State  of  Nevada  formally  requested  the  Navy  to  establish 
a  federal  advisory  board  under  the  auspices  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act 
(FACA).13  In  a  letter  to  Admiral  Smith,  NAS  Fallon,  the  State  outlined  the  issues 
and  benefits  that  could  be  addressed  by  a  FACA  committee.  It  was  noted  that, 
while  NAS  Fallon  had  not  recently  experienced  significant  natural  resource 
management  problems,  there  were  other  crucial  human  health,  safety, 
environmental,  and  public  land  use  issues  that  continue  to  impede  military  training 
at  Fallon. 

It  was  suggested  that  environmental  issues  that  remain  controversial  and 
either  directly  or  indirectly  affect  military  training  activities  include  management 
of  off-range  ordnance,  dispersal  of  chaff  on  public  lands,  and  the  possible  expansion 
of  electronic  warfare  sites  in  the  region.  Concerns  about  health  and  safety  issues 
were  also  identified,  such  as  jet  noise  caused  by  low-level  overflights  for  residents 
living  near  the  Bravo  16  air-to-ground  bombing  range  and  noise  from  sonic  booms 
for  residents  who  live  beneath  the  FRTC  complex.  Finally,  it  was  noted  that 
important  public  land  use  issues  remain  to  be  addressed  including  those  related  to 
the  Navy's  proposed  Master  Land  Withdrawal  and  the  Navy's  "envisioned"  airspace 
needs  in  the  region. 
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The  State  argued  that  by  establishing  a  FACA  committee,  the  Navy  would 
demonstrate  decisive  leadership  by  promoting  collaborative  decision  making  to 
address  controversial  issues.  It  was  also  argued  that  because  the  Navy  has 
embarked  on  expanded  mission  plans  at  Fallon  {e.g.,  Top  Gun/Tap  Dome)  —  with 
requisite  needs  for  additional  public  land  and  airspace  —  it  seemed  clear  that 
implementing  a  process  that  promotes  collaborative  decision  making  was  an 
appropriate  and  reasonable  activity  to  undertake.  Finally,  State  officials  offered 
direct  assistance  to  the  Navy  in  implementing  such  a  process  through  development 
of  a  committee  charter  and  criteria  for  membership  selection.  It  was  specifically 
recommended  that  such  a  committee  "be  charged  with  advising  the  Navy  on  a  broad 
spectrum  of  issueB  and  that  the  organizational  structure  be  representative  of  rural 
and  urban  residents,  Native  Americans,  the  environmental  community,  and  local 
governments  with  an  ex-officio  membership  for  State  and  federal  agencies." 

While  the  Navy  subsequently  declined  the  State's  proposal  to  establish  a 
FACA  committee  for  NAS  Fallon,  actions  were  taken  by  the  Navy  to  establish  a 
citizens5  committee  of  locally  affected  residents.  Although  State  officials  and  other 
interested  parties  were  excluded  from  participating  in  the  informal  committee 
process,  press  accounts14  Buggeet  the  process  has  not  been  a  positive  and/or 
productive  experience  for  the  Navy. 

Since  the  State  of  Nevada  has  been  successful  using  the  FACA  process  to 
formally  interface  with  other  federal  agencies  and  the  public  on  matters  of  mutual 
interest  and  concern,  it  was  clearly  discouraging  to  be  denied  a  similar  opportunity 
to  assist  the  Navy.  Nevertheless,  because  there  remains  considerable  uncertainty 
about  the  Navy's  plans  in  central  Nevada,  including  how  the  requirements  of  NEPA 
may  be  applied  to  assess  major  program  actions,  let  alone  existing  controversies 
over  the  use  of  existing  military  airspace  and  public  lands,  the  State  once  again 
requests  the  Navy  to  establish  a  FACA  committee  for  NAS  Fallon. 
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1-    The  Bravo  16  fiir-to-mmTid  hnmrijn{rrflT1ga.  State  officials  believe  the 
long-term  use  of  the  Bravo  16  bombing  range  is  inconsistent  with  the 
principles  of  environmental  quality,  economic  diversification,  and  overall 
community  health  for  the  citizens  of  Churchill  County  and  the  Native 
Americans  in  the  region.  While  we  concur  that  the  new  airspace 
configuration  proposed  for  the  range  will  significantly  reduce  noise  and  safety 
threats  over  private  property  in  the  Sheckler  district,  continued  use  of  the  f  - 1 3 

range  will  still  conflict  with  long-term  regional  land  use  in  the  area.   The 
State's  position  on  the  continued  use  of  Bravo  16  has  not  changed;  the  range 
should  be  abandoned  and  relocated.  Moreover,  because  the  Navy  remains 
unwilling  to  address  the  obvious,  inherent  long-term  conflicts  posed  by  the 
continued  use  of  Bravo  16,  the  State  of  Nevada  strongly  encourages  the 
Congress  to  set  a  specific  time  period  in  the  withdrawal  legislation  that 
specifies  a  date  for  abandonment  of  the  range. 

2-    .CPmpltarcfl  With  fee  Presidential  Executive  OHar  nn  V^™menta\  jnBtiin 
(EA  1,289ft):  In  reference  to  the  proposed  airspace  configuration  for  the 
Bravo  16  bombing  range,  State  officials  believe  the  Navy  did  not  adequately 
evaluate  compliance  with  Environmental  Justice  considerations.  Changes  in 
the  airspace  over  the  range  could  have  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
human  health  and  environmental  effects  on  the  people  and  lands  belonging 
to  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.  Because  the  land  withdrawal  is  F  " l4 

directly  connected  to  the  airspace  action,  the  Navy  must  evaluate  the 
comprehensive  environmental  justice  considerations  for  both  the  land 
withdrawal  and  the  airspace  proposal  at  Bravo  16.  Moreover,  as  per  Navy 
regulations  and  DoD's  implementation  plan,  State  officials  do  not  believe  this 
responsibility  can  be  delegated  to  the  FAA.  This  is  an  important 
consideration,  since  it  appears  the  Navy  is  attempting  to  move  the  noise  and 
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safety  problem  at  Bravo  16  from  the  Sheckler  farm  district  to  the  Walker 

Indian  Reservation.  F  -  l  T 

3.     NAS  Fallon's  Newlv  Envisioned  Integrated  Air  and  Ground  Training 
PfOgram:  The  State'B  review  of  the  DEIS  indicates  the  Navy  changed  the 
proposed  action  for  the  withdrawal  after  the  scoping  process  was  concluded. 
Because  this  change  constitutes  a  new  mission  activity  that  is  directly  linked 
to  the  need  for  the  land  withdrawal,  the  Navy  must  consider  alternative 
locations  for  the  ground  training  program,  as  required  by  NEPA,  Section  F- 15 

102(c)(iii).  Siting  alternatives  at  other  existing  DoD  facilities  at  both  the 
national  and  regional  levels  should  be  considered  for  the  referenced  program. 
Further,  such  an  assessment  should  include  a  programmatic  review  of  the 
proposed  groimd-training  mission  itself  aB  well  as  consider  the  requirements, 
if  any,  of  the  Congressional^  required  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
process. 

4-    El&Rfted  Expansion  of  Electronic  Warfare  (EW)  and  TACTS  Sites:  State 
officials  have  long  argued  that  an  expansion  of  the  Navy's  EW  sites  outside  of 
Dixie  Valley  would  represent  a  permanent  commitment  of  public  lands  in 
central  Nevada.  State  officials  also  believe  that  a  direct  relationship  exists 
between  the  expansion  of  these  sites  and  the  Navy's  long-term  plan  to  double 
its  existing  airspace  in  the  region.  While  the  Navy  claims  that  airspace 
changes  are  a  separate  action  from  land  withdrawals,  whether  they  be  for 
buffer  zones,  ground  training  operations,  or  placement  of  EW  sites,  such 
claims  directly  conflict  with  federal  regulations  for  assessing  major 
"connected"  actions  that  could  cause  significant  effects  on  thB  human  and 
natural  environments.  Furthermore,  because  these  connected  actions  would 
be  so  significant,  State  officials  believe  that  a  programmatic  EIS  would  be 
required  to  assess  the  impact  on  the  human  and  natural  environments. 

Page  17  of  21 


F-l€> 


Received:   10/22/97;   10:17AM;  4152443206  =>  CORDLE;   #19 

OCT. -22' 97 (WED)  11:14    NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG       TEL : 4 1 52443206        P.  019 


Sfif5!      .__„.       ,    ""  October  10, 1997  State  of  Nevada 

U.S.  Navy  Land  Withal  ^^^ 


NAS  Fflllpn'g  RpflflPTiflMv  Foreseeable  AfrBpam  JimasasiSiBm  With  the 

publication  of  the  Special  Nevada  Beport  in  September  1991,  the  Navy 

disclosed  its  long-term  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  needs  in  central 

Nevada,  calling  fa-  an  addition  of  10,000  square  miles.  Appropriately,  these 

foreseeable  airspace  needs  are  briefly  described  in  the  referenced  DEIS. 

Because  theBe  foreseeable  airspace  acquisitions  would  have  significant 

impacts  in  central  Nevada,  State  officials  have  long  argued  that  alternatives 

must  be  considered  for  co-use  of  other  existing  military  airspace  in  the  region,        F"  ^ 

such  as  airspace  assigned  to  the  NeUis  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home  AFB, 

Idaho  and  Hill  AFB,  Utah.  These  co-use  alternatives  should  further  be 

assessed  through  a  programmatic  KIS.  Although  the  subject  DEIS  suggests 

that  only  "project  specific"  NEPA  documentation  would  be  developed,  the 

State  believes  that  federal  regulations  would  require  a  programmatic 

analysis  of  these  activities. 

Public  Participation  through  tha  Mats)  Adadaag  Committee,  ah-,  y^^pr 

The  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)  process  has  been  successfully 

used  in  Nevada  to  formally  interface  with  federal  agencies  on  numerous 

matters  of  public  interest  and  concern.  Since  there  remains  considerable 

uncertainly  about  the  Navy's  plans  in  central  Nevada,  including  how  the 

requirements  of  NEPA  will  be  applied  to  assess  the  expansion  of  training  F'  ' 8 

activities  in  the  region,  along  with  a  host  of  other  concerns,  the  State  onee 

again  requests  the  Navy  to  establish  a  FACA  committee  for  NAS  Fallon.  If 

such  a  request  is  again  denied,  State  officials  believe  the  Congress  should 

stipulate  creation  of  a  FACA  committee  in  the  legislation  for  the  Navy's  land 

withdrawal. 
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If  you  have  any  questions  about  these  comments,  or  if  you  would  like  to 
discusB  the  list  of  recommendations,  please  contact  me  or  John  WaJJter  (NWPO). 


Sincerely, 

Julie  Butler,  Coordinator 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 


Attachment  (State  Agency  Comments) 
JB/jbw 

cc:  Governor  Bob  Miller 

Nevada  Congressional  Delegation 
Leo  Penne,  State  of  Nevada- Washington  Office 
Robert  E.  Loux,  State  of  Nevada,  NWPO 
Pam  Wilcox,  State  of  Nevada,  State  Lands 
Paul  Liebendorfer,  State  of  Nevada,  NDEP 
Nevada  State  Agencies 
Elsie  L,  MunselL  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  (Environment  and  Safety) 
Linda  Lance,  CEQ 

Captain  Scott  Ronnie,  NAS  Fallon 
Colonel  Michael  F.  Fukey,  Nellis  AFB 
Les  Monroe,  DOE 
Connie  Lewis,  The  Keystone  Center 
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Draft  EIS       ""  October  10, 1997  Stat*  of  Nevada 

U.S.  Navy  Land  Withdrawal  Comments 


-  ENDNOTES  -- 

1.  The  Navy  is  proposing  to  flip-flop  thejetrwi-ia-line  to  Bravo  16.  Instead  of  flying 
southeast  over  the  Sheckler  district  and  Highway  SO  to  the  range  target,  jets  would  now 
fly  north  to  the  target  area. 

2.  U.S.  Navy,  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada  Range  B-16,  Range  AICUZ  Update, 
February  1997.  Engineering  Field  Activity  West;  Naval  Facilities  Engineering 
Command,,  Section  4.2,  page  4-3. 

3.  According  to  the  DEIS,  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  for  the  Bravo  16  range  (10,400 
acres)  is  needed  to  facilitate  both  off-range  ordnance  contarnination  and  integrated  air  and 
ground  training  activities. 

4.  SCNAV  Notice  5090.6  -  Navy's  procedures  for  implementing  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act. 

5.  Department  of  Defense,  March  24, 1995.  Strategy  on  Environmental  Justice, 
Implementation  Plan,  Goal  2  Sub-section  titled  "Identify  and  Address,  as  Appropriate, 
DoD  Programs,  Policies  and  Activities  That  May  Have  Disproportionately  High  and 
Adverse  Human  Health  and  Environmental  Effects  on  Minority  and  Low  Income 
Populations  at  DoD  U.S.  Sites  and  Facilities". 

6.  In  reference  to  the  proposed  withdrawal  of  the  Electronic  Warfare  Range  and  the  Shoal 
site,  we  asked  the  following  questions: 

What  are  the  noise,  safety,  and  bomb  footprint  issues  that  need  to  be  addressed  at 
the  Shoal  site  and  the  Electronic  Warfare  Range? 

Are  we  to  assume  that  expansion  of  the  Shoal  site  is  needed  to  maintain 
institutional  control  of  the  old  Atomic  Energy  Commission's  underground  nuclear 
test  area?  If  not,  what  other  buffer  zone  issues  are  relevant  at  this  site? 

What  are  the  noise  and  safety  issues  surrounding  the  proposed  creation  of  the  EW 
range?  Since  there  are  no  bomb  footprints  at  the  site,  what  are  the  safety  issues 
and  what  public  health  and  environmental  issues  require  buffer  zones?  Is 
overflight  noise  or  electromagnetic  radiation  the  issue?  Is  the  withdrawal  needed 
to  comply  with  FAA  requirements  to  own,  lease,  or  control  lands  beneath 
restricted  airspace? 
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^f3I&        ,     -,*.  October  10, 1997  State  of  Nevada 

U.S,  Navy  Land  Withdrawal  Comments 


7.  Federal  Register  -  May  12, 1995  (Volume  60,  Number  92) 

8.  42  U.S.C  §  4332(2)(C)(iii)(1988)  and  id  §  4332(2)(E);  see  40  C.F.R.  §  1 502. 10(e) 

9.  United  States  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Carson  City  District 
and  Battle  Mountain  District,  March  1996.  "Central  Nevada  Communication  Sites 
Proposed  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Assessment,"  EA  No-NV-030-96035. 

10.  Letter  60m  Governor  Bob  Miller  to  Ann  Morgan,  State  Director  BLM,  June  6,1996 

11.  United  Slates  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Carson  City  District 
and  Battle  Mountain  District,  June  24, 1996.  "Central  Nevada  Communication  Sites 
Fjnal  Plan  Amendment." 

12.  PL  99-606,  SEC  5:  DURATION  OF  WITHDRAWALS,  (a)  DURATIONS.-The 
withdrawal  and  reservation  established  by  this  Act  shall  terminate  15  years  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act.  (The  law  specifies  that  "no  later  than  12  years  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  [1998]  the  Secretary  of  the  military  department  concerned  shall  publish  a 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  concerning  continued  or  renewed  withdrawal  of  any 
portion  of  the  lands  withdrawn  by  [the]  Act ..." ) 

(2)(A)  For  purposes  of  such  draft  environmental  impact  statement  published  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  the  term  "lands  withdrawn,  by  this  Act"  shall  be  deemed  to  include 
lands  withdrawn  by  Public  Land  Orders  275,  788,  898,  and  2635  and  lands  proposed  for 
withdrawal  as  specified  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  proposed 
master  land  withdrawal,  Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada. 

13.  State  Clearinghouse  letter  dated  October  1 1, 1996  from  Julie  Butler,  Nevada  Department 
of  Administration,  to  Rear  Admiral  Smith,  Department  of  the  Navy,  NAS  Fallon. 

14.  Nevada  Appeal,  October  6, 1997,  page  1 . 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  F 
Julie  Butler,  State  of  Nevada,  Department  of  Administration 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  F.  Letter  F  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  F  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments,  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  m  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

F-l  26zzzz 

F-2  26aaaaa 

F-3  7a 

F-4  7a 

F-5  2e,  16a 

F-6  2e,  16a 

F-7  2e 

F-8  16a 

F-9  le,  9b 

F-10  5j,  10b 

F-ll  11a,  lib 

F-12  4a    . 

F-13  7a 

F-14  16a 

F-15  le 

F-16  5j,  10b 

F-17  lib 

F-18  4a 


FElSfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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DATE:    July  15, 1997 


NEVADA  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

Department  of  Administration 

Budget  and  Planning  Division 

Blasdel  Bldg.,  Rm.  200 

(702)  687-4065 

fax(702)6B7-39B3 


Letter  G 


Gowpmw'B  Office 

Nuclear  Projects  Office 
Business  &  industry 

Aqrjcutture 

Energy 


Economic  Development 
Tourism 
Fire  Marshal 
Human  Resources 

Aging  Services 

Health  Ctvrsto 
Colorado  River  Commission 
Indian  Commission 


Communications  Bd. 

Emp,  Training  S  Rehab  Research  Olv. 

PSC 

SapaaBai 
UHB-Buraay  of  Mines 

UNLV  Library 

Wild  Hoffie  gammiKiRn 


0£Pi'  W  tUMluisimiair 

fflatteauafiH  ~~~^ 

Stale  Lands 
Environmental  Protection 

Forestry 


Emergency  Management 
Washington  office 


Region  2 

Region  3 
Conservation  Districts 
State  Parks 

water  HMfflirap 

T#5er  Planning 


Nevada  SAI#     E1997-O0B         Project;   DEIS-  Withdrawal  of  Public  Land  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon 


Yes     _No     Sand  more  Information  on  this  project  as  it  becomes  available. 


CLEARINGHOUSE  NOTES: 
See  Related  SAI#  953001 52. 

Enclosed,  tor  your  review  and  comment,  Is  a  copy  of  the  above  mentioned  project.  Please  evaluate  it  with,  respect  to  its  effect  on  your  plans  and  programs; 
the  importance  of  its  contribution'  to  state  and/or  local  areartde  goals  and  objectives;  and  its  accord  with  any  applicable  laws,  orders  or  regulations  with  which 
you  are  familiar. 

Please  submit  your  comments  no  later  than  Qctobaf  1,  1997-  Use  the  space  below  for  short  comments.  If  significant  comments  are  provided,  please 
use  agency  letterheacf. ant)  include  the  Nevada  SAI  number  'and  comment  due  date  for  our  reference.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Terri 
Rodefer,  Clearinghouse  Environmental  Advocate,  at  6fl7-63fl2,  or  Julie  Butler,  Clearinghouse  Coordinator,  at  687-6367. 


THIS  SECTION  TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  REVIEW  AGENCY: 

NocpfYfrhent  on  this  project 

_Bf6posal  supported  as  written 
.  .  IijZAdditjonat  information  below 


Conference  desired  (See  below) 

__Condifonal  support  (See  below) 
Disapproval  (Explain  below)    ■ 


AGENCY  COMMENTS: 

The  preferred  alternative  should  have  the1  lowest  impact  on  the 
function  of  this  office.  Privately  held  water  rights  on  public 
iand,,  .typically  for  stockwatering,  should  be  allowed  to  be  moved  to 
a  site" where  they  can  be  utilized  by  the  permittee,  should  have  an 
easement. for  access  by  the  permittee  or  should  be  acquired  outright 
by  t;he.Navy.  The  north  boundary  of  the  area  to1  be  withdrawn  north 
of  Range  B-16  appears  to  cross  the  embankment  of  Sheckler  Dam.  'If 
this  is  the  case  access  .should  be  provided  so  that  personnel  from 
i  the  State  Engineer's-  office  will  be  able'  to  perform  periodic 
inspections.  Of  the  dam- 

If  alternative  ,1-  is  chosen  the  State  Engineer  -expects  that  the 
Navy  will  assume  responsibility  for  the  safe  operation  and  future 
■  maintenance ■ 'of  Sheckler  Dam  and  reservoir., 
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Agency 


Date 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  G 
Michael  J.  Anderson,  State  of  Nevada,  Division  of  Water  Resources 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  G.  Letter  G  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  G  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

G-l  6a 

G-2  20r 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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DATE:    July  15, 1997 


NEVADA  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

Department  of  Administration 

Budget  and  Planning  Division 

Blasdel  Bldg.,  Rm  200 

(702)  687-4065 

fax  (702)  687-3983 


P.  032 

Letter  H 


Sqyemof'8  Office 

Nudear  Projects  Office 
Business  &  Industry 

Aodcuta 

Energy 
Mineral 

Economic  Development 
Tourism 
Rre  Marshal 
Human  Resources 

Aging  Services 

tteaUtuadeto 
Colorado  River  Commission 
Indian  Commission 


LBsaatoCaBBaLBiiiafli 

Communications  Bd. 

Emp.  Training  &  Rehab  Research  Div. 

PSC 

TranspQitaBan 

UNR  Bureau  of  Mines 

wmm 

UNLV  Ubrary 

WlWHaraigMimlfllpn 
HlsioftePrs^tYallwn 

Emergency  Management 
Washington  Office 


Conservation-Natural  Resources 

Slate  Lands 

Forestry 

yjfldjfe 

Region  2 

Region  3 
Conservation  Districts 
Stale  Parks 

Water  Rwwrcw 

Water  Planning 
Natural  Heritage 


CO 


in .. 


Nevada  SAI#     E19S7-008        Project:  DEIS  -  Withdrawal  of  Public  Land  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon 


x_  Yes     _No     Send  more  irrtormabon  on  this  project  as  it  becomes  available. 


CLEARINGHOUSE  NOTES: 
See  Related  SAI  #95300152. 

Enclosed,  for  your  review  and  comment,  is  a  copy  of  the  above  mentioned  project.  Please  evaluate  it  with  respect  to  its  effect  on  your  plans  and  programs: 
the  importance  of  its  contribution  to  state  and/or  local  araawide  goals  and  objectives:  and  its  accord  with  any  applicable  laws,  orders  or  regulations  with  which 
you  are  familiar. 

Please  submit  your  comments  no  later  than  October  1,  1997.  Use  the  space  below  for  short  comments,  If  significant  comments  are  provided,  please 
use  agency  letterhead  and  include  the  Nevada  SAI  number  and  comment  due  date  for  our  reference.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Terri 
Rodefer,  Clearinghouse  Environmental  Advocate,  at  6B7-63B2,  or  Julie  Butler,  Clearinghouse  Coordinator,  at  687-6367. 


THIS  SECTION  TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  REVIEW  AGENCY: 

No  comment  on  this  project 

Proposal  supported  as  written 

Additional  information  below 


, Conference  desired  (See  below) 

Conditional  support  (See  below) 
Disapproval  (Explain  below) 


AGENCY  COMMENTS: 


COMKENTS  ARE  ATTACHED 


Signature 


ite^_ 


MDEP 


NDEP  Clearinghouse  Coordinator 


Agency 


9/18/97 

Date 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Withdrawal  of 
Public  Lands  for  Range  safety  and  Training  Purposes  Naval 
Mr  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 


Throughout  this  document,  the  Project  Shoal  Site  is  being 
considered  for  withdrawal  as  part  of  the  total  withdrawal  to 
allow  the  Navy  to  conduct  ground  training  exercises.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  reason  the  central  part  of  the  Shoal 
site  was  withdrawn  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (now  the 
Department  of  Energy}  was  to  conduct  an  underground  nuclear 
test.  This  test  consisted  of  a  12  kiloton  yield  and  was 
conducted  on  October  26,  1963.  This  detonation  produced  a  171 
foot  in  diameter  chimney  with  a  36  foot  void  at  the  top  of  the 
chimney.  The  ground  surface  has  not  subsided  and  the  current 
stability  of  the  site  has  not  been  confirmed. 

The  Department  of  Energy  is  currently  characterizing  the 
underground  hydrology  at  the  site  which  includes  well 
development  and  on-going  sampling  activities.  DOE  may  be 
required  to  drill  additional  wells  to  adequately  determine 
hydrogeologic  conditions  and  potential  contaminant  migration. 
DOE  will  continue  to  monitor  the  site  in  future  years  to 
ensure  that  contaminants  are  not  migrating  off  site  and 
potentially  may  have  to  withdraw  parts  of  the  site 
permanently. 

The  historic  site  conditions  as  well  as  the  ongoing  activities 
and  future  activities  have  not  been  addressed  in  the  document. 
The  extent  to  which  this  site  is  impacted  may  constrain  the 
Navy'B  ability  to  utilize  this  area  and  this  needs  to  be 
addressed  in  the  EA. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  H 
David  R.  Cowperthwaite,  State  of  Nevada,  Department  of  Administration 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  H.  Letter  H  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  H  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  I 


CATHERINE  BAHCOMB 
Executive  Director 


COMMISSION  FOR  THE 
PRESERVATION  OF  WILD  HORSES 

1 105  Terminal  Way 

Suite  209 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

(702)  688-2626 


July  21,  1997 


Ms.  Julie  Butler 
Clearinghouse  Advocate 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
Blasdel  Bldg.  ,  Rm.  200 
Carson  City,  Nevada 

Subject:  NAS  Fallon  Land  Withdrawal  -  SAI#  E1997-0Q8 


Dear  Ms.  Butler; 

The  Commission  for  the  Preservation  of  Wild  Horses  has  reviewed  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  statement-Withdrawal  of  Public  Land  for 
Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon.  Military 
withdrawal  of  public  lands  proposes  a  threat  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  ability  to  manage  wild  horses  within  the  Horse 
Mountain,  Clan  Alpine  and  South  Stillwater  Herd  Management  Areas. 

Wild  horses  in  the  Horse  Mountain  Herd  Management  Area  were  totally 
removed  during  a  recent  drought.  The  action  was  not  consistent 
with  the  wild  horse  management  plan  or  present  land  use  plan.  In 
light  that  horses  were  dependent  on  water  outside  of  the  herd 
management  area,  the  District  should  amend  its  land  use  plan  to 
designate  the  area  horse-free. 

Wild  horses  within  the  South  Stillwater  Herd  Management  Area  appear 
to  be  sustaining  itself  at  carrying  capacity.  However,  any  wild 
horse  herd  has  the  capability  to  recruit  its  numbers  beyond 
management  levels.  Multiple  use  decisions  have  been  issued  that 
have  determined  the  appropriate  management  level. 

It  is  our  view  that  the  Clan  Alpine  Wild  Horse  Management  Plan  is 
outdated  and  not  consistent  with  federal  regulations.  The 
introduction  of  unadoptable  wild  horses  into  this  herd  management 
area  proved  to  an  error.  Horses  immigrated  outside  of  the  area  and 
did  not  survive.  Future  problems  with  wild  horses  on  Wavy 
properties  and  the  conflicts  with  airspace  to  census  or  gather  are 
imminent. 
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We  suggest  that  if  lands  are  withdrawn  that  the  Navy  amend  its 
Natural  Resource  Plan  to  provide  the  support  and  funding  to  manage    j^_5 
the  Clan  Alpine  Wild  Horse  Herd.  This  would  require  proper  census 
and  gathers  to  achieve  the  appropriate  management  level. 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  opportunity  to  provide  comments  to  the 
draft  document. 


1 
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Sincerely, 

CATHERINE  BARCOMB 
Executive  Director 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  I 
Catherine  Barcomb,  State  of  Nevada,  Commission  for  the  Preservation  of  Wild  Horses 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  I.  Letter  I  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  I  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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BOB  MILLER 
Csveni»r 


STATE  OF  NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 

1100  Valley  Road  < 

P.O.  Box  1067B  I 

Reno.  Nevada    89520-0022  \ 
(70S)  688-1500      •      fax  (702)  688-1595 


Letter  J 

HJTER  G-  MORRCK 

Director 

Peparlmsnl  ol  Cnnsarvallon 
and  Natural  fiosourcw 


RECEIVW 


0Cr~ll99t 


'ctMOFrtMINlSlHAIlUN 

September  29,   1997  , QtwECTOirs office    , 

Mevada  Division  of  Wildlife 

Region  1   Ph  423-3171 

380  West  B  Street 

Fallon,  Nevada  89406 


Ms.   Julie  Butler 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
Planning  Division 
Blasdel  Bldg.   Room  200 
Carson  City,   Nevada  89710 

RE:    DEIS   -  NAS   Fallon  Withdrawal   -     SAI#  E1997-008 
Dear  Ms.   Butler: 

The  Nevada  Oivijio^  ttjjUf.  £J  ^SS^U^SS^^ 

Draft  Wtfo^tal  ngwt  Stato^rt  t  r  ^  ^.^ 

for  Range  safety  and  Training  Purp  downsizing,    Fallon  has 

AV  2BUtta°L^iSrSTSval    consolidation    with    considerable 
enjoyed    the    bMfifita    or    *a  Ranges  have  increased  the 

SB^aSi^iS.^nd^rSo^n.rat    Fallon    above    the   predictxons 
expressed  in  the  "Special  Nevada  Report". 

^    •„  +->,«  vr#f erred  Alternative,    outdoor  recreation 

•AS  PrS?^?o£  2£»5^f«lSSr      W^h  population  growth 

remains  a  principle  concern  a^  *"**       reCreation  involving  of f -road 

throughout  western  Nevada ,     outdoor  renaai ^t:gJ,JHW.'ainar.BMa 

vehicles,  "^l^^t^fW^^gW;      ^ 

influence  of  the  Navy. 

CATEGORY  A  LANDS  -  (CLOSED  PUBLIC  ACCESS) 

Bravo  17  withdrawal  of  33  400  acres  en ^»-«  ^f  °*£itat 
the  «*^^  **£*£» ^iJ?SS2^%3f  S  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  pla"  fjfnt^  Se  proposed  withdrawal  has  five  water 
Management.       Presently,    tne    prj^w»=»    «*       chukar     partridge     and 

ssHSS  Serf  =«=5S 

manage  wildlife. 
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Ms.  Julie  Butler 
September  29,  1997 
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CATEGORY  B  LANDS  -  (LANDS  GENERALLY  OPEN] 

with  vcauJtSS^ T  aotmti^S^SSkST;  mUW  co»"i<=ts 

Division  or  recreating  public!         9  *"**   asaurances  to  the 

Primary  hunting  activities  that  occur  in  the  following  areas: 

r,™  «Lfh°ale  7  APProximately  22  water  developments  for  chukar  and 
^!f"e  /Pecies"  Navy  activities  could  conflict  with  chuSS 
SSSE?.***  JUly  tQ  SePte**er  «*  P-Wle  Anting  f ^ JoSaS? S 

*  Stillwater  Range  -  chukar  brooding  and  huntinct  conflicts  m-v 
occur  during  seasons.  Bighorn  sheep  and  mil ,  * ,« hS?S  occSs 
from  August  to  November.  **u«i..i,ng  occurs 

*  Clan  Alpine  -  chukar  brooding  and  hunting  conflicts  mav 
occur  during  seasons.  Bighorn  ana  mmte  geer  minting  seasons  acuuc 
from  August  to  November.  Big  game  and  small  game  water 
developments  are  accessed  through  these  withdrawn  lands. 

*  Louderback  Hills  -  Bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  are  critical 
during  spring  Mcmfche. 

The  document  states  that  the  Navy  will  manage  public  use 
consistent  with  th.  present  »«*«« «*. *-»* ^"£1^?^^  the 
plan.  While  the  Division  has  no  objection  to  this  ."J*"*'  JJJ 
Navy  could  achieve  its  objective  by  agreement  wxth  the  Bureau 
without  the  proposed  withdrawal. 


J-l 


I 


T-2 


J-3 


J-4 


SUMMARY 


impacts     were     not 


Wildlifa     ««-?^^"5SffiS^TS=i  jBSmSt. 


recreational 

adequately'assessed   ^J^J^i^S^^i^  to  the  Navy  in 
Detailed  data  and  species  jg^**™^  Pplan.        Th«    Preferred 

SteS^Suld0^  ^™  -d  —^  aU 

impacts. 
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Memorandum  of  Under*  endings  with j.  JJ^JgSfJStxS^ 
possible  pathways  to  ^ifi*  **JffiLg  SSr  ilSotS  caused  by 
The  State  of  Nevada  agreed  to  ^J^^JSigL ™  a  Supersonic 
the   »ayy's  record   of    DeciSlon     ^   ^^ion^ajup^ 

ttS^SHMSC  ^few  »-SU  the  Navy  of 
ongoing  impacts  and  necessary  mitigation  actions. 

*     i-^aaa     wruT's     were     abandoned     by     the     Navy.      J'O 
Provisions     of     these    MOU  s    were     ao       stUlwaJer    National 

Enhancement  projects  for  c*?s°"^%ha*UUvaliey  warm  water 
wildlife  Refuge  were  not  ^^^-^^^St^S  were  never 
fishery  fa cility^ «J«  f  *£fl *&um"$&!S?  5*  human  .  impacts, 
installed    or    operated    w ■    a»       _esearch     and     monitoring     were 

£acon?inuea  <SSS  J££  -  £STSrt  properties  were  not 
managed  ?o  assurT  recreation  on  Navy  or  public  lands. 

The    Nevada    Division    of    Wildlife    objects    to    **•"£*"*"" 

existing  Bureau  of  Land  Management  land  use  plan  tc '  fleaJ9"*J* 
existiuy  "    „,+  -v,lB  wit-h  the  Naw's  defined  mission,      PUJHic 

SpeCXf  lSh2uS  S  aSurel  5  Support  Resent  land  use  planning  and 
access  should  ^  j*s su red  H-JJEJon.  M0U's  have  not  been  conveyed  J  ( 
uses,  in  the  interest  of  c«£e""°"' '  JrV pailon  We  would  suggest 
J5T6  ^0hiSSU"ci«  of  t£  "anSJoSJEi  impact  statement 
^"h^lSlSt"  broad  and  diverse  committee  of  Nevada 
SaKLSers  should  be  established  to  advise  the  Navy  on  its 
PrXent  and  future  activities  affecting  public  lands. 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAM  A.  MOL1NI,  ADMINISTRATOR 

Richard  T.  Heap,  Jr. 
Regional  Manager 
Region  I 

CC:  Habitat,  Reno 
Chris  Hampson 
John  walker,  FAX  687-5277 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  J 
William  Molini,  State  of  Nevada,  Division  of  Wildlife 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  J.  Letter  J  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  J  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

J-l  13c 

J-2                                                  5f       , 
J-3  13d;20m 

J-4                                                  5d 
J-5  13a 

J-6                                                  26bbbbb 
J-7 . 4a,  5d,  5f 
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STATE  OF  NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  BUSINESS  AND  INDUSTRY 

DIVISION  OF  MINERALS 

400  W.  King  Street,  Suite  106 

Carson  City,  Nevada    89710 

(7D2)  687-5050      •      Fax  (702)  687-3957 


P.  025 

Letter  K 

Us  veqas  branch; 

*£2D  S.  Maryland  Pkwy. 

Sulle  304 

Las  Vagas,  Nevada    80118 

(702)  4B8-7260 

Fax  (702)  488-7252 

RUS6ELL  A,  FIELDS 

Administrator 


September  30,  1997 


Julie  Butler,  Coordinator 

Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 

Department  of  Administration,  Planning  Division 

Blasdel  Bldg.,  Room  200 

Carson  City,  NV  B9710 

Re:  Nevada  SAI#  E1998-008  —  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement  (DEIS)  —  withdrawal  of  Public  Land  for  Range 
Safety  and,  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon  --  Due  Date: 
October  1,  1997. 


The  Nevada  Division  of  Minerals  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  review  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
proposed  land  withdrawal  for  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon. 

The  Division  would  like  to  offer  the  following  observations: 

It  is  disheartening  to  see  yet  another  large  land  area 
proposed  for  removal  from  the  steadily  diminishing  public  land 
pool  in  the  State  of  Nevada.  The  opportunity  for  discovery, 
exploration,  and  development  of  mineral  resources,  and  the 
opportunities  for  other  "multiple-uses"  of  the  public  land  is 
lost  with  every  new  military  land  withdrawal.  We  continue  to 
urge  the  Navy  and  all  other  branches  of  the  military  active  in 
land  withdrawals  in  Nevada  to  be  mindful  of  the  loss  of  resources 
to  the  citizens  of  the  state  and  to  limit  withdrawals  and 
identify  currently  withdrawn  lands  for  release  at  every 
opportunity. 

Division  of  Minerals  comments  and  questions  are  as  follows: 

*    Despite  statements  in  the  DEIS  that  the  Navy  won't  increase 
the  size  of  existing  target  ranges  (Section  4.1.2,  page  4.2, 
et  al.)  what  assurances  does  the  public  have  that  this  is 
really  true?  With  the  increased  acreage  proposed  under  any 
of  the  three  withdrawal  alternatives,  a  possibility  would 
certainly  seem  to  exist  for  target  range  expansion.  Would 
these  hypothetical  expansions  lead  to  additional 
"accidental"  off -range  ordnance  incidents,  fouling  of  areas 
having  mineral  potential  or  other  uses  such  as  recreation  or 
grazing?  Should  the  public  anticipate,  in  15  or  25  years 
(or  whenever  the  next  reauthorization  comes  along) ,  a 
request  from  the  Navy  for  an  additional  100,000-plus  acre 
"safety"  zone?  Please  provide  a  statement  in  the  final  EIS 
or  in  a  follow-up  resource  management  plan  (RMP)  that 
responds  to  this  issue. 


K-l 


K-2 
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*  will  movement  of  ground  troops  and  equipment  through  the 
proposed  Dixie  Valley  corridor  result  in  contamination        K-3 
within  or  adjacent  to  the  corridor  that  could  result  in 
additional  withdrawals? 

*  on  page  2-23  (Table  2-4)  under  "Mining  Exploration"  the  Navy 
reserves  the  right  to  approve  development  of  mineral 
resources  on  Category  B  lands  where  exploration  activities 
have  been  positive.  The  Navy  should  be  required  to  follow  v  A 
the  same  guidelines  as  the  BWJ  or  Forest  Service  in  ">* 
permitting  a  mining  operation.  If  Category  B  lands  are  open 
for  exploration,  they  certainly  should  be  open  far  mine 
development . 

*  The  Navy  should  look  at  opportunities  to  grant  private 
industry  the  permits  to  develop  sand  and  gravel/ aggregate 
resources  that  might  benefit  the  Navy  in  local  site  K~o 
construction  projects  (p.  2-33,  Table  2-4  "Leasable-Salable 
Minerals") . 

*  section  3.10.4  "Appraisal  of  Mineral  Resources"  —  the  Jet 
prospect  is  identified  as  a  possible  1.8  million  ton  open      K-£ 
pit  gold  property,  its  location  should  be  shown  on  Figure 

3.9. 

*  The  Navy  should  make  an  effort  to  catalog  non-mission 

critical  lands  that  might  be  suitable  for  return  to  public     K'7 
land  status.   Please  discuss  in  the  final  EIS. 

*  The  Navy  should  take  steps  to  protect  all  identified  areas 

of  moderate  and  high  mineral  resource  potential  from  KS 

ordnance  contamination. 

*  The  Navy  should  make  an  effort  to  clean  up  areas  of 

identified  moderate  and  high  mineral  resource  potential  that   K-9 
have  been  contaminated  in  the  past. 

Division  staff  look  forward  to  the  opportunity  to  review  the 
final  EIS  once  it  becomes  available. 

Please  contact  the  Division  at  any  time  for  additional 
information  or  assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Bill  Durbin 
Geologist 

MVuicaooa 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  K 
Bill  Durbin,  State  of  Nevada,  Division  of  Minerals 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  K.  Letter  K  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  K  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation   Response  Location 

K-l  18a 

K-2  22c 

K-3  21b 

K-4  18b 

K-5  18c 

K-6  18d 

K-7  6c 

K-8  18e 

K-9  22b 
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STATE  OF  NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

Division  of  State  Lands 


September  30,  1997 

MEHOflANDUM 

TO:        Julie  Butler,  State  Clearinghouse  Coordinator 

FftOM:     Mike  Del  Grosso,  Planner<^3=^' 

SUBJECT:   DEIS-  Withdrawal  of  public  land  for  Range  Safety  and 
Training  purposes  at  NAS  Fallon  ( SAI  E1997-008,  due  10-1-97) 

This  agency  ia  always  concerned  when  appropriate  uses  which 
have  historically  occurred  on  any  public  lands  are  jeopardized. 
The  restrictions  proposed  on  the  lands  being  requested  for 
withdrawal  by  the  Navy  are  no  exception.  Restriction  of  use  should 
occur  only  for  the  best  of  reasons.  Co-use  or  multiple  use  of 
public  lands  should  be  encouraged  and  allowed  to  take  place 
wherever  possible. 

The  creation  of  two  categories  of  land  to  be  withdrawn  helps 
to  alleviate  some  of  the  impacts  that  may  be  caused  by  the 
withdrawal.  Category  A  lands,  those  already  impacted  by  off-range 
ordinance,  should  be  subject  to  "higher"  standards  of  limitations 
because  of  safety  concerns  for  other  users.  Category  B  land  is  not 
subject,  to  the  same  hazards  and  the  use  of  those  lands  should  be 
more  permissive. 

While  many  of  the  proposals  regarding  the  UBe  or  restrictions 
on  both  Category  A  and  B  lands  appear  reasonable  and  supportable, 
there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  assurance  that  the  mitigation 
measures  being  proposed  will  be  implemented. 

Regarding  Category  A  lands.  Livestock  gracing  and  mineral 
development  will  be  curtailed.  This  may  be  appropriate,  however, 
there  ia  no  assurance  that  appropriate  mitigation  to  compensate  for 
these  losses  will  be  made.   Mitigation  proposed  is  that  the  Navy 

ZiiL^Ale,,mean3,  t0  comPensate  holders  of  affected  grazing 
permits  and  holders  of  impacted  mining  patents  and  valid  unpatented 
claims  on  Category  A  lands.  Congressional  support,  which  is  always 
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questionable,  is  alluded  to,  We  contend  that  there  may  be  no 
compensation  to  those  losing  the  right  to  use  the  land  proposed  for 
withdrawal  they  now  have.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
therefore,  does  not  tell  us  what  the  actual  impacts  to  the  users 
will  be  since  there  is  no  guarantee  of  mitigation. 

Overall  management  of  Category  B  land  is  also  indefinite. 
Management  plans  are  to  be  worked  out  in  the  future.  Guidelines 
and  intentions  are  discussed  in  the  DEIS  but  what  management  will 
actually  be  and  the  impacts  on  non^military  use  of  the  land  are  not 
clearly  disclosed.  Assurances  in  the  DEIS  that  reasonable  uses  of 
the  land  to  be  withdrawn  as  Category  B  land,  which  do  not  interfere 
with  ever  changing  Navy  use,  will  be  allowed,  does  not  describe 
what  will  actually  take  place.  Such  "promises  of  continued, 
reasonable  use  of  land  that  has  been  previously  acquired  or 
withdrawn  by  the  Navy  hag  not  usually  occurred  despite  Navy 
assurances.   Horse  Creek  and  Dixie  Valley  are  recent  examples. 

We  feel  that  actual  management  plans  for  the  withdrawn  lands 
must  be  included  as  part  of  the  DEIS  so  that  actual  impacts  and 
loss  of  use  of  the  public  lands  can  be  better  evaluated. 
Mitigation  measures  must  be  actions  that  can  and  will  be 
implemented.   All  else  is  speculation. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  L 
Mike  Del  Grosso,  State  of  Nevada,  Division  of  State  Lands 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  L.  Letter  L  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  L  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Nevada  SAI#     E1 997-008        Project:  DEIS  -  Withdrawal  of  Public  Land  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon 
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Yes     _No     Send  more  Information  on  this  project  as  it  becomes  available. 


D 


clearinghouse  NQTES; 
See  Related  SAI#  95300152. 

Enclosed,  for  your  review  and  comment,  is  a  copy  of  the  above  mentioned  project.  Please  evaluate  it  with  respect  to  its  effect  on  your  plans  and  programs; 
the  importance  of  its  contribution  lo  slate  and/or  local  areawide  goals  and  objectives;  and  its  accord  with  any  applicable  laws,  orders  or  regulations  with  which 
you  are  familiar, 

Please  submit  your  comments  no  later  than  October  1, 1997.  Use  the  space  below  for  short  comments.  If  significanl  comments  are  provided,  please 
use  agency  letterhead  and  include  the  Nevada  SAI  number  and  comment  due  dale  for  our  reference  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Tern 
Rodefer,  Clearinghouse  Environmental  Advocate,  at  687-6382,  or  Julie  Butler,  Clearinghouse  Coordinator,  at  687-6367, 


THIS  SECTION  TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  REVIEW  AGENCY: 

No  comment  on  this  project 

Proposal  supported  as  written 
IE-Additional  information  betow 

AGENCY  COMMENTS: 


.Conference  desired  (See  below) 
.Conditional  support  (See  below) 
.Disapproval  (Explain  below) 


The  DEIS  does  not  address  the  effects  that  new  or  increased  ground 
disturbances  within  the  proposed  withdrawal  areas  could  have  on  the 
invasion  and/or  further  spread  of  noxious  weeds  and  other  exotic 
species.   We  recruest  that  the  final  IIS  include  all  measures  necessary 
to  avoid  such  effects. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  M 
James  D.  Morefield,  State  of  Nevada,  National  Heritage 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  M.  Letter  M  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  M  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  N 


CITY  OF  FALLON 

OFFICE  OF  THE 
MAYOR 


September  16,  1997 

Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066-5006 

Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis,  Code  1851 


RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range 
Safety  and  Training  Purposes  in  the  vicinity  of  NAS  Fallon,  Nevada. 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis, 

My  staff  and  I  have  reviewed  in  detail  the  draft  EIS  and  would  like  to  convey  our 
unequivocal  support  for  this  public  safety  initiative  as  proposed  in  Alternate  II,  the 
Preferred  Alternative.     The  proposed  actions  ali  occur  within  Churchill  County  and  will 
positively  impact  our  citizenry.    My  reasons  for  this  endorsement  are  as  follows: 

•  The  redesignation  of  the  small  amount  of  federal  land  around  the  bombing  ranges  to 
category  A  is  a  prudent  safety  precaution  for  the  residents  of  Nevada,  especially 
considering  the  significant  leaps  in  tactical  aircraft  performance  which  have  occurred 
since  these  ranges  were  first  designed. 

•  The  remaining  land  redesignated  for  category  B  allows  co-usage  by  our  citizens  while 
easing  restrictions  on  important  national  defense  training  such  as  Combat  Search  and 
Rescue. 

•  The  Navy  has  been  a  good  neighbor  to  the  citizens  of  Nevada.    In  contrast  to  other 
federal  agencies,  the  U.S.  Navy  has  continuously  worked  to  meet  fundamental  national 
goals  while  minimizing,  to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  the  total  amount  of  land 
withdrawn  from  public  use.    Additionally,  their  willingness  to  work  with  the 
responsible  citizens  of  Nevada  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  following  recent  U.  S. 
Navy  initiatives: 

*  The  realignment  of  the  flight  paths  at  Bravo  1 6,  an  action  which  will  all  but 
eliminate  noise  and  overflight  issues  for  the  2400  people  in  the  Sheckler 
District. 

*  The  installation  of  sound  monitors  on  the  ranges  near  noise  sensitive  areas. 

*  The  re-routing  of  low  level  training  routes  in  the  local  area. 


Kl-1 
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55  W.  Williams  Avenue  ■  Fallon  Nevada  89406  ■  (702)  423-0167 


The  formation  of  a  Citizens  Outreach  Group. 

The  creation  of  a  Bureau  of  Land  Management  advisory  position  at  NAS 

Fallon. 

Attaining  local  authority  to  adjudicate  noise  damage  claims,  (a  process  that 

used  to  take  months,  now  takes  days). 

The  Navy's  request  to  extend  the  comment  period  for  this  EIS  from  45  to  90 

days  to  allow  the  widest  possible  participation  by  Nevada  citizens,  despite  the 

fact  that  there  are  no  airspace  changes  and  this  land  realignment  proposal  only 

affects  Churchill  County. 

NAS  Fallon  Search  and  Rescue  helicopter  crews  have  saved  the  lives  of 

numerous  civilians  throughout  Northern  Nevada  and  California,  and  currently 

hold  the  record  for  the  highest  number  of  helicopter  rescues  in  the  Navy,  (44 

in  the  last  three  years). 


N-l 


Local  military  issues  are  easy  to  demagogue  and  paid  lobbyists  from  anti-military  and 
environmental  extremist  groups  have  a  history  of  successfully  doing  so.    However,  I  am 
certain  that  if  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  Fallon  were  to  review  the  Navy's  draft  EIS  in  a 
rational,  measured  approach,  they  would  conclude,  like  I  have,  that  this  proposal  is 
prudent  public  policy  and  appropriate  co-usage  of  our  environment. 


Sincerely, 


^uumfi- 


The  Honorable  Ken  Tedford,  Jr. 
Mayor,  City  of  Fallon 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  N 
Ken  Tedford,  Jr.,  Mayor,  City  of  Fallon 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  N.  Letter  N  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to,  each  discrete  Letter  N  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Office  qf  the 

Cfaurehlll  Cou*ty  C@nmlirioMra 
10  West  WmanuAvam 
Felkm,  Nevada  89406 


October  2, 1997 


Mr.  Sam  Dennis 

Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006 

Re:    DEIS  for  "Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station,  Nevada" 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

The  Board  of  Churchill  County  Commissioners  offers  the  following  comments  in  a  spirit  . 
of  constructive  cooperation  intended  to  foster  a  dialogue  on  the  above-referenced  DEIS 
ensuring  that  the  concerns  expressed  about  public  and  military  safety  around  the  training 
ranges  is  adequately  addressed.  We  enjoy  an  ever  strengthening  relationship  with  NAS 
Fallon  and  must  state  that  the  Navy's  efforts  to  enhance  range  safety  for  both  the  general 
public  and  those  aviators  training  to  ensure  our  nation's  security  is  commendable. 

The  Navy's  forthright  disclosure  of  certain  operational  problems  involving  off-range 
ordinance  and  noise,  while  generating  a  level  of  controversy  in  some  circles,  has  served 
to  bring  the  issues  before  the  public  fostering  a  new  level  of  awareness  in  an  era  of  the  O "  X 

"Right  to  know." 

The  Board  of  Churchill  County  Commissioners  supports  the  Navy's  presence  in  Northern 
Nevada  and  the  significant  contribution  made  to  our  regional  economy  and  general  well 
being.  NAS  Fallon,  in  turn,  has  demonstrated  its  willingness  to  accommodate  public 
concerns  such  as  the  pending  realignment  of  the  run-in  line  to  the  B-16  practice  bombing 
range.  This  proposal  will  have  the  effect  of  eliminating  military  overflights  of  residential 
areas  experiencing  rapid  growth  and  has  the  full  support  of  the  Board  of  Churchill 
County  Commissioners. 
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Mr.  Sam  Dennis 

Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

Commanding  Officer 

October  2,  1997 

Page  2 


We  have  included  more  specific  comments  attached  hereto.     Should  you  have  any 
questions,  or  require  any  further  information,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  us. 


Sincerely, 


JR:wg 
enclosure 


0 
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Churchill  County 

Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Withdrawal  of 
Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Fallon, 
Nevada. 


Executive  Summary 

Pg.  ES-5, 4th  Para.-States  that  BLM  published  NOI  and  held  open  bouse  on  flight  pattern         I  n  o 
changes.  Should  this  be  NAS  Fallon  or  FAA?  \  U' c, 

Pg.  ES-5, 5th  para.-  Along  with  identifying  the  action  alternatives,  no  action  alternative, 

and  the  Navy's  preferred  alternative,  does  the  Navy  intend  to  identify  the  0-3 

"Environmentally  Preferred  Alternative". 

Pg.  ES-1Q,  2nd  para.,  see  Pg.  1-3,  4tbpara.1  and  Pg.  2-10-  The  Executive  Summary 

does  not  mention  elimination  of  the  old  Sahwave  Range  or  the  status  of  the  Nevada  Air  0  -  4 

Guard  designated  air  space  in  that  vicinity.. 

Chapter  I  -  Purpose  Of  and  Need  For  Action 

Pg.  1-1, 3rd.  para.-  Section  states  that  a  formal  resource  management  plan  will  be 
developed  subsequent  to  withdrawal  Also  see  pg.  2-28,  last  para,  and  Pg  3-1  para  3  As 
we  read  the  regulation,  43CFR  23 10.3-2(c)  requires  that  prior  to  final  action,  the 
applicant  shall  prepare  a  resource  management  plan  and  implementation  program 
regarding  use  and  management  of  the  public  lands  to  be  withdrawn.  The  management 
plan  and  implementation  program  will  be  implemented  through  a  memorandum  of 
understanding. 


Chapter  2-  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

For  clarification,  it  would  be  useful  to  identify  the  amount  of  category  A  &  B  lands  in  i 


Pg.  2-27, 3rd  para.-  Will  category  A  lands  be  fenced  to  preclude  wild  horse  and  livestock  I  ^  -r 

grazing?  .  |  U"  ' 

Pg.  2-27, 4th  para.-  Not  clear  as  to  how  the  Navy  intends  to  deal  with  the  existing  rights  I  o   p, 

established  under  current  mining  law?  J  U"C 

Pg.  2-29,  last  Para.-  Would  existing  structures  be  grandfathered-in?  I  O  '  9 
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Chapter  3-  Existing  Environment 

Pg.  3-19,  Noise-  Refer  reader  to  figures  1-4  and  3  -6  in  the  Existing  Noise  Conditions 
section. 

Pg.  3-34,  last  para.-  A  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company's  230  Kv  transmission  line  crosses 
the  Dixie  Valley  withdrawal  area  from  east  to  west,  connecting  to  Utah  Power  and  Light's 
power  grid. 

Land  Use  Pg.  3-28-It  would  be  useful  to  reference  category  A  and  B  lands  in  this 
discussion. 

Pg.  3-34  Land  Use  Activites-Grazing  occurs  at  Sheckler  Reservoir  as  well. 

Section  3,9-This  description  should  estimate  the  number  of  persons  living  adjacent  or  in 
the  proximity  of  B-16. 

Pg.  3-40, 5"1  para.-  Federal  government  adrninisters  82%  of  the  lands  in  Churchill  County 
Source:  Churchill  County  Master  Plan,  1 994 

Pg.  3-54, 1st  para-  Explain  the  difference  in  ownership  between  pre-  and  post  1955 
mining  claims. 


Chapter  4-  Environmental  Consequences 

Pg.  4-1, 3rd  para.~  The  DEIS  is  confused  as  to  when  the  resource  management  plan  is  to 
be  prepared.  Chapters  1  &  3  say  after  withdrawal,  while  chapter  2  and  this  sectionstate 
prior  to  the  withdrawal.  It  would  clarify  this  issue  if  the  schedule  for  the  resource' 
management  plan  and  the  associated  implementation  plan  were  included  in  this  DEIS 
showing  that  these  documents  are  to  be  completed  prior  to  the  withdrawal  of  the  public 
lands. 

Pg.  4-12,  last  para.-  Will  continued  maintenance  of  the  three  watering  ttouebs  be 
continued? 

Pe'  t2b  if06™1  ResDurces-  W**  legislation  authorizing  this  withdrawal  is  written, 
could  the  Navy  allow  mining  on  the  Category  B  lands  without  special  mining  regulations 
being  promulgated?  e 


Chapter  5-  Cumulative  Impacts 

Pg.  M 'Water  Resources  USGS  Report  93-463,  Maurer  1994  provides  a  much  m 
detailed  and  accurate  description  of  the  groundwater  aquifers  in  Lahontan  Valley. 
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The  cumulative  impact  analysis  section  provides  three  types  of  analysis;  one  of  existing 
military  activities  and  facilities,  one  of  proposed  activities  and  facilities,  and  yet  another 
1  called  regional  cumulative  effects. .  Shouldn't  a  cumulative  analysis  include  all  past, 

■  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts  in  one  analysis,  including  activities  of  other 

federal  agencies? 
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Pg.  5-7  Biological  Resources-  A  map  should  be  included  overlaying  wildlife  habitat  and  \  r\  n\ 

military  operations  areas.  0  "  «d  i 

Pg.  5-6  &  5-18-  Shouldn't  Public  law  101-618  be  included  in  the  cumulative  impact  |  r\  oo 

section?  U"  C.C 


Appendix  A 

Table  A-l  indicates  that  in  1984  the  Navy  transferred  approximately  500,000  acres  to 
BLM.  Is  this  date  correct? 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  O 
James  Regan,  Office  of  Churchill  County  Commissioners 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  O.  Letter  O  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  O  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  P 
Shirley  G.  Walker,  Churchill  Economic  Development  Authority 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  P.  Letter  P  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  P  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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EUREKA  COUNTY 
PLANNING  COMMISSION 

PO  BOX  596 
EUREKA.,  NV  89316 

September  3, 1997 


P.  016 

Letter  Q 


TELEPHONE:  (702)  237-5372 


Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam: 

The  Eureka  County  Planning  Commission  has  directed  me  to  respond  to  the  Naval  Air 
Station  Fallon,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  withdrawal  of 
Public  Lands,  dated  June.  1997.  While  the  Board  members  are  extremely  concerned 
about  the  negative  effects  the  overall  plan  will  have  on  developmental  planning  within 
Eureka  County,  there  are  three  main  issues  of  concern. 

First  because  of  complaints  on  limited  distribution  of  the  DEIS,  the  Commission  is 
recommending  a  60  day  extension  for  the  comment  period.  The  current  comment  period 
ends  October  10  and  more  time  is  needed  to  adequately  address  all  the  issues. 

Second,  there  is  a  concern  that  rural  areas  are  being  left  out  of  the  planning  process. 
These  areas  will  experience  the  greatest  impacts  and  should  have  more  involvement  m 
the  public  participation  process.  Hearings  are  scheduled  in  Reno  (September  16)  and 
Fallon  (September  17).  Additional  bearings  to  include  central  Nevada  residents  would  be 
desirable. 

Third  we  are  requesting  mat  the  proposed  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smoky  MOA's  be 
included  for  analvsis  in  sections  1-4  of  the  DEIS.  Although  No  formal  steps  have  been 
undertaken  to  withdraw  air  space  for  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smoky  MOA's  and 
the  DEIS  lists  the  proposed  MOA's  as  being  in  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future,  many 
other  documents  and  statements  indicate  these  MOA's  will  be  established. 

We  are  extremely  concerned  about  these  issues  and  would  welcome  any  support  and 
assistance  regarding  this  matter. 


Sincerely 


m 


Ken  Conley 
Chairman 
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Q-3 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  Q 
Ken  Conley,  Eureka  County  Planning  Commission 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  Q.  Letter  Q  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  Q  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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(702)  237-5641 


BOARD  OF 

EUREKA  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

P.O.  BOX  <377 
EUREKA,  NEVADA  89316 

October  6, 1~9~97 


Sam  Dennis 

Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Dr. 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006 


Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 


Our  Commission  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Withdrawal 
of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon, 
Nevada.  Please  address  the  following  general  comments 

•  At  numerous  locations  in  the  document,  the  DEIS  states  the  Navy  will  "explore 
means  to  compensate  property  owners  subject  to  congressional  authorization  and 
appropriation."  While  this  statement  may  have  been  intended  to  apply  to  the  entire 
proposed  action,  the  wording  in  the  DEIS  implies  private  property  could  be  taken 
without  compensation.  The  DEIS  should  clearly  state  that  if  the  proposed  action 
results  in  property  takings,  the  owners  will  be  justly  compensated. 

•  This  Commission  is  very  concerned  with  public  health  and  safety  issues  related  to  the 
proposed  and  foreseeable  actions.  We  feel  the  potential  for  increased  risk  due  to 
falling  objects  and  noise  for  major  transportation  corridors  should  be  analyzed  in  the 
DEIS. 

•  The  DEIS  should  completely  define  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  and  foreseeable 
actions  to  commercial  airlines.  Because  commercial  airlines  represent  a  portion  of 
our  tax  base,  we  feel  it  is  very  important  to  have  these  potential  impacts  clearly 
defined,  The  DEIS  and  public  hearings  with  the  Navy  have  resulted  in  our  confusion 
on  just  what  impacts  will  be  felt  by  commercial  airlines. 

•  The  DEIS  analyzes  the  impacts  of  EW  and  TACT  sites  without  delineating  a  location. 
We  are  concerned  the  Navy  may  be  piecemealing  the  NEPA  process.  These  sites 
should  be  adequately  analyzed  in  the  DEIS. 
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Mr.  Dennis 
October  6, 1997 

Page! 


•  We  are  very  concerned  about  the  Navy  withdrawing  category  B  lands  and  seeking 
Congressional  authorization  for  BLM  to  provide  the  actual  land  management  This 
Board  has  on  numerous  occasions  been  required  to  supply  BLM  with  financial  or 
technical  support  to  complete  projects  because  BLM  did  not  have  the  staff,  money  or 
time.  We  would  encourage  the  Navy  not  to  withdraw  lands  they  do  not  want  to 
manage. 

t  The  DEIS  shows  reasonably  foreseeable  MOA  expansion  that  covers  much  of  central 
Nevada.  However,  at  recent  public  hearings  in  Reno  and  Austin,  Navy  officials 
indicate  the  actual  foot  print  is  much  smaller.  If  this  is  true,  the  DEIS  should  analyze 
the  actual  foot  print 

This  Commission  has  the  following  recommendations  in  selecting  the  final  alternative 
action: 


R-5 


R-6 


•  The  Navy  should  only  be  allowed  to  withdraw  lands  contaminated  with  ordinance  and 
reasonable  buffers.  The  final  alternative  should  also  include  reasonable  safeguards  to 
prevent  expanding  contamination  as  well  as  provisions  to  hold  the  Navy  accountable. 

•  The  final  alternative  selected  should  include  the  use  of  other  existing  DOD  facilities 
to  minimize  impacts  in  central  Nevada. 

Although  we  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  we  are  still  discouraged  that  public 
hearings  were  not  held  in  Eureka.  We  are  also  discouraged  with  the  low  number  of 
DEIS's  distributed  in  Eureka  County  early  in  the  process  and  request  the  comment  period 
be  extended. 


(. 


Sincerely,   . 


Pete  Goicoechea 
Chairman 


PG/lh 


R-7 

R-8 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  R 
Pete  Goicoechea,  Board  of  Eureka  County  Commissioners 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a' letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  R.  Letter  R  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  R  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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September  22, 1997 


Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066<0720 

White  Pine  County  is  in  receipt  of  an  abstract  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands  for  range  safety  and  training  purposes  at 
Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  in  Fallon,  Nevada. 


The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  would  like  very  much  to  receive  a  list  of  local 
scoping  meetings,  or  hearing  dates.  So  this  Board  can  better  understand  the  impacts  of  the  areas 
that  will  be  affected  by  the  withdrawal  of  lands,  we  would  ask  for  a  copy  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Due  to  the  short  notice  on  this  matter,  the  Commission  would  respecttully  request  a  60 
day  extension  period  for  comments  to  be  presented.  An  extension  of  time  would  allow  this  Board 
to  be  better  prepared  when  we  attend  the  hearings. 

Your  prompt  response  in  this  matter  would  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Yours  Truly, 

BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

C 


s- 


(W 


Carol  O.  McKenae, 
Chairwoman 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  S 
Carol  O.  McKenzie,  White  Pine  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  S.  Letter  S  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  S  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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FAX:  (7(12)  237-6012 


EUREKA  COUNTY 
NATURAL  RESOURCES  DEPARTMENT 

PO  BOX  662 
EUREKA,  NV  89316 

TELEPHONE:  (702)237-6010 

October  9,  1997 


Mr.  Sam  Dennis 
Environmental  Planning  Branch 
900  Commodore  Dr. 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006 


Dear  Mr.  Dennis, 


Attached  are  specie  comments  on  the  Navy's  DEIS  -  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for 
Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon.  In  addition  to  my  own 
comments,  the  following  includes  comments  from  Eureka  County  Commissioners,  Public 
Land  Advisory  Commission  members,  Planning  Commission  members,  the  District 
Attorney's  Office  and  the  general  public. 

I  would  recommend  that  the  final  EIS  include: 

•  An  expanded  analysis  of  impacts  on  local  governments  especially  in  the  cumulative 
impacts  section.  The  impacts  of  existing,  proposed  and  foreseeable  actions  occur 
over  much  of  Central  Nevada  and  analyzing  impacts  for  only  Churchill  County  is  not 
acceptable. 


0 


o 


I  --—-«"  *-",  «m-j  am  visual  cueing  sites  should  be  delineated     The 

Special  Nevada  Report  (page  3-13)  shows  existing  and  proposed  locations.  Without 
an  actual  location,  it  is  impossible  to  analyze  impacts 

I 
I 
I 
I 


T-l 


S«ihf,C  "fj  "*  *?**.  "CtlonB  *ouW  *  expanded  ™»  ™lude  analysis  on  ,  __  n 

possible  impacts  to  people  using  the  major  transportation  corridors.  |  T-2. 

The  mitigation  language  for  property  takings  needs  to  be  changed.  Although  the 
proposed  tenon  may  be  subject  to  Congressional  authorization  and  appropriation  Z 
document  implies  tins  is  also  true  for  compensating  property  takings. PPQpn8bODt  ** 
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October  10, 1997 
Mr.  Sam  Dennis 
Page  2 


•    Many  of  the  maps  and  figures  need  to  be  changed  and  all  should  show  official 
highway  designations  and  the  location  of  towns  in  central  Nevada. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


4A3^i 


<M£tk. 


John  Balliette 

Contractual  Resource  Manager 
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cc  Eureka  County  Commission 
Eureka  County  District  Attorney 
Eureka  County  Planning  Commission 
Eureka  County  Public  Advisory  Commission 
Nevada  Congressional  Delegation 

Attachment:  Specific  Comments  -  DEIS,  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety 
and  Training  Purposes  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 


Received:      11/17/97; 


NOV.  -17'  97  (MON)  09:51 


4152443206  =>   CORDLE;        #21 

NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:  4152443206 


P.  021 


Specific  Comments  -  DEIS,  Withdraws!  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and 
Training  Purposes  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 


Page  14,  Section  1  Purpose  and  Need,  1.1  -  The  First  paragraph  states  the  withdrawal 

will  not  increase  air  operations  or  increase  the  size  of  the  impact  area  within  the  ranees 

However,  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  lists  the  Diamond,  Smokey  and  Duckwater 

MOAs  as  reasonably  foreseeable  future  withdrawals.    This  indicates  increased  air 

operations  and  increased  impacts  outside  of  Fallon  NAS,    We  are  concerned  that  the  T"  6 

withdrawal  of  public  lands  for  Fallon  NAS  is  the  gate  to  acquire  more  land  and  airspace 

for  military  uses.    The  three  MOA's  (Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey)  are  not 

independent  of  the  proposed  action  and  should  be  analyzed  in  this  DEIS. 

Page  W,  Section  1  Purpose  and  Need,  1.1  -  The  third  paragraph  indicates  the  Navy 
plans  to  withdraw  public  lands  "subject  to  existing  valid  rights."  However,  in  Chapter  4 
the  Navy  will  explore  means  to  compensate  property  owners  subject  to  Congressional 
authorizanon  and  appropriation."  The  Fifth  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  clearly  states  T-  7 

private  property  cannot  be  taken  for  a  public  use  without  just  compensation  If  the  Navy 
does  not  have  authorization  or  appropriation,  they  cannot  take  private  property. 

flMW1<4£7?  %u     JMf0n?  °f  NAS  Fan°n  Smd  mTC  -  ™«  «*  s«°uld  show 

tSu  t"    lo^f1"?  ^f   MS0>  this  map  bdicates  SR121  terminates  at  the  "Dixie  T-  8 

Valley  Land  Holding"  which  is  incorrect.  This  road  goes  beyond  Dixie  Valley. 

Page  1-6,  Section  1.2.2.1  Naval  Air  Training  Continuum  -  Battle  Groups  Work  Ups 

■-It  aircraft  are  deployed  from  carriers,  why  should  Fallon  be  the  primary  training  area? 
Nellis  and  other  easting  military  withdrawals  in  California  should  be  considered  before 
expanding  operations  in  Nevada.  «■"«  oerore 

Page  1-7,  Section  1.2.2.3  Training  Facilities  and  CapabiUties  -  The  first  paragraph 

ttta.  no  other  DOD  facilities  in  the  region  have  the  ability  to  w^nS^SS 

J  bis  is  a  frightening  scenario.  If  the  Navy  cannot  coordinate  with  other  DOD  facilities  in  T- '  10 

peace  time,  what  should  we  expect  when  our  nation  is  in  a  war  type  situation^  S 

explain  why  other  DOD  facilities  cannot  or  could  not  maintain  Navy^craT 

feS^iSSS?  "  uPU^°Se  "  Pr°viding  necessai* l3nd  so  *■  ^vy  can  change  and 
ZSSvT08       \  eaimg  °D  "*"  aCtiDDS  aTe  mSOamy  foreseeaWe.  We  contend 

^VS^JiSSST  "* mprove  t"te*  ™ese  MOA's  *■*  te 

Page  1-12,  Section  1.4.1  Introduction  -  This  section  notes  that  in  order  to  create 
reahsuc  conditions,  large  corridors  of  land  with  varying  terrain  atTn^ST  mTZ 
has  a  bearing  on  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  and  ftmfre  airspace  de^gnaoons^uch  Z 


Received:     11/17/97; 


NOV.  -17'  97 1 


8:55AM; 

I]    09:51 


4152443206    =>    OORDLE; 


NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:4152443206 


P.  022 


the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's)  and  should  be  addressed  in  Chapters  1-4 

Page  1-13,  Section  1.4.2  Improve  Realistic  Operational  and  Strategic  Combat 
1  raining  -  The  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  this  page  points  out  the  current 
topography  on  land  available  to  the  Navy  does  not  provide  sufficient  terrain  or  area  to 
facilitate  their  training,  This  also  has  a  bearing  on  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  and 
furfoer  indicates  that  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's  should  be  analyzed 
in  this  DEIS.  '^ 

Page  1-14,  Section  1.4.2    Improve  Realistic  Operational  and  Strategic  Combat 

Training  -  The  fourth  paragraph  states  that  changes  in  military  mining  requirements 
have  resulted  in  die  Navy's  inability  to  meet  current  training  needs  within  the  existing 
footpnnt  of  Fallon  NAS  ranges.  This  also  has  a  bearing  on  reasonably  foreseeable 
acuons  Because  the  Navy  wants  more  land  and  airspace  to  meet  training  needs,  me 
designation  of  additional  airspace  (Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's)  will  be 

cTtew  I™' DEIS  Sh°Uld  ana,yZC  **  hDPaCtS  °f  additional  withdrawals  of  airspace  in 

Page  1-15,  Section  1.4.2  -  The  first  paragraph  of  this  page  notes  that  B-l  7,  B-19  and  B~ 
20  are  unavailable  for  non-CVW  training  when  CVW's  train  at  Fallon.    The  third 

CfwvJ\  U"S  ^  indiCat6S  demand  f0r  use  of  ranBes  ofte»  »*  range 
avadabihty.  Again  a  strong  argument  can  be  made  that  Fallon  NAS  will  expand  and  the 

expanded  designation  of  airspace.  The  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's  should 

be  analyzed  in  this  document  in  Chapters  1-4. 

2  i"iS,1?f"  1-4'2  Improve  Rea,istic  Operational  and  Strata*  Combat 
l  raining  -  The  last  paragraph  on  this  page  states  Fallon  NAS  "...  does  not  interfere  with 
major  cmhan  airports."    Does  training  at  Fallon  NAS  interfere  with  minor  airports 

SlVV^JT^9  raedicai  flights?  wni  *e  Navy  rel* on  the  ***  wvSl 

Z rescS*  "* Wi"  NaVy  reSOUrCeS  be  available  for  mn  ***£  sear<* 

tSJ^  n  *%**  lA2  Impr°VC  Rea,istic  QV*™«™*  and  Strategic  Combat 
Training  -  The  discussion  on  urban  growth  west  of  Fallon  and  the  increased  use  and 

wST  1  *°?  iaCt0V£'  ?•  NaVy  m  V**™  l°  «*«*  eastwa*  k  *™  of  land 
w^hdrawals  and  airspace  designations.  The  future  and  related  designations  of  airspIS 
should  be  analyzed  in  Chapters  1-4  of  this  DEIS. 

Page  1-18,  Section  1.4  3  Increase  Control  and  Management  of  Safety  Buffers  -  The 

Z£  TEtE  vVfsr  ?■ prDbability  of  peopIe  ***  *<**  5*iS 

objects  is  less  than  being  struck  by  lightening.  The  EIS  goes  on  to  Lulain l  that  mte 
the  posSIbihty  Qf  people  being  struck  by  dropped  objects  is  very  offensive.  Highway  50 
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is  the  major  transportation  route  for  people  who  live  in  Central  Nevada.  This  EIS  should 
note  that  people  who  use  Highway  50  are  more  likely  to  be  struck  by  dropped  objects 
than  people  who  do  not  use  Highway  50,  The  EIS  should  analyze  this  important  safety 
factor  and  the  EIS  should  also  analyze  whether  people  who  live  in  Central  Nevada  should 
be  subjected  to  this  safety  hazard, 

Page  1-19,  Figure  1-3  -  State  Routes  121  and  839  are  not  delineated  on  this  figure  Is 
this  oversight  an  attempt  to  down  play  the  importance  of  these  highways  as  important 
transportation  corridors? 

Page  1-21,  Figure  1-4  -  Highway  95  was  left  off  this  map.  Is  this  oversight  an  attempt 
to  downplay  the  importance  of  this  highway  as  an  important  transportation  corridor? 

Page  1-23,  Section  1.4.3.3  Off-Range  Ordinance  Sweeps,  Sweep  Findings  -  The  first 
paragraph  notes  that  the  Navy  and  BLM  agreed  to  withdraw  approximately  7,750  acres 
because  of  off-range  ordinance.  If  a  private  company  or  individual  was  responsible  for 
contaminating  7,750  acres  with  hazardous  ordinance  they  would  undoubtedly  face  serious 
environmental  and  probably  criminal  violations.  This  document  should  list  assurances 
that  will  avoid  similar  contamination  and  hold  the  Navy  responsible  for  violations. 

Page  1-23,  Section  1.4.3.3    Off-Range  Ordinance  Sweeps,  Sweep  Findings  -  The 

second  paragraph  of  this  section  states  12,180  acres  of  BUREC  administered  lands 
contain  off-range  ordinance.  Wetlands  and  migratory  bird  impacts  should  be  addressed 
in  this  section. 

Page  1-23,  Section  1.4.33    Off-Range  Ordinance  Sweeps,  Sweep  Findings  -  The 

fourth  paragraph  of  this  section  indicates  sweeps  to  clear  surface  ordinance  are  9?  7% 
effective.  That  means  7.3%  of  the  land  area  is  still  contaminated.  This  section  should 
mention  possible  impacts  on  public  safety.  For  example,  are  people  who  travel  Highway 
50  subject  to  increased  risks  of  encountering  off-range  ordinance? 

JEi1Jo!!!£7i  ? "St  °5ta?e  0rdlnance  Lands  ~  *Mi  ™P  should  designate  State 
Koutes  839  and  121.  Is  this  omission  an  attempt  to  down  play  the  importance  of  these 
highways  for  local  transportation? 

ll«S°  SSE *e,torte  **  BLM  lands  containillS  «*«"*  ordinance  and  the 
SSn  u*  f?°?rmt  ffiB,,re  U3)  bave  such  "***  ^ndaries.  It  is  also  interesting 
that  these  boundaries  coincide  so  well  with  the  northern  boundary  of  the  Walker  River 

S2S^Tt,0aiB"1'S)  «*  J!"*"*  50  <B"17>-  Th«  bonnes  should  be  re- 
examined because  they  may  indicate  more  contamination  than  actually  exists  in  some 
areas  and  less  contamination  than  actually  exists  in  other  areas. 

Page  1-25,  Section  1.43.4  Armed  Overflight  Zones  -  While  this  section  identifies 
R^ge  Safety  zones  (RST.)  it  does  not  discuss  these  zones  in  relation  toffighv^fso 
and  95  and  State  Route  839.   This  section  should  note  that  Highways  50  Z 195  pass 
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though  RSZ  B  and  that  SR  839  passes  through  RSZ's  A  and  B.  Public  safety  should  be 
addressed  in  this  section. 

P58C*  ^  S!Cti°D  l£  Pub,ic  Scoping  -  miU  near,y  a11  of  CentiraJ  Nevada  will  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  action,  the  Navy  focused  their  efforts  on  Western  Nevada. 
Scoping,  as  well  as  notices  in  local  papers,  should  have  included  hearings  in  Eureka  Ely 
Elko,  Battle  Mountain  and  Hawthorne. 

The  Navy  has  also  been  remiss  regarding  distribution  of  the  DEIS.  When  Eureka  County 
requested  5  copies  of  the  DEIS  we  were  informed  by  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  that  copies  were 
limned I  and  we  should  try  again  in  early  October  (right  before  comments  arc  due)  The 
Navy  has  not  completed  adequate  outreach  to  local  governments  in  Central  Nevada 
concerning  this  major  action.  We  are  aware  of  two  other  counties  in  Central  Nevada  who 
did  not  receive  a  DEIS.  This  is  inadequate  and  unacceptable.  The  schedule  for 
comments  should  be  relaxed  and  public  scoping  and  hearings  should  be  conducted  in 
Central  Nevada. 

Iff  V2I'Fieim'1"6  R^CUZ  Study:... -This  figure  should  delineate  SR's  121  and 
839.  Is  this  omission  an  attempt  to  down  play  the  importance  of  these  highways  for 
regional  transportation?  y 

IT  S  S*Cff0n n*1  Pr°P°sed  Action  -  Tha  second  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates 
this  withdrawal  will  not  increase  total  air  operations.  If  this  is  the  case  men  why  are  the 
Diamond ,  Duckwau*  and  Smokey  MOA's  listed  as  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
actions?  We  wouJd  argue  that  the  Fallon  NAS  withdrawal  is  S]mply  a  piecemealed 
rSliZ°use  tD  ^        W  COnsiderable  land  «*  WSP™*  ™  Central  Nevada  for 

%T  2"JweCrt°n  2'1  P™P0Sed  Action  ~  The  third  P*W»  «  &™  Page  indicates  up 
to  five  EW  sites  and  up  to  50  sites  for  visual  cueing  will  be  developed  on  %&Z 

and  utihty  corridors,  How  can  the  affect  of  EW  and  visual  cueing  sites  be  evaluated  if™ 

£L£fa \l£Z  M  ^fte'™™  *>*  m**.  The  location  of  these  sites  was 
presented  m  the  Special  Nevada  Report  and  the  locations  should  be  listed  in  the  EIS. 

?T **i  ^tim  2A  Pr°P°sed  Ac«°"  -  Hie  last  paragraph  in  this  section  should 
include  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  for  consultations. 

Page  2-2,  Section  2 .2.1    Alternative  Formulation  Process  -  The  bullets  describinc 

SThTfT1  by  ?e  Navy  ■"  toobrief  *** should  be  e^ded-  P™3r2 

fourth  bullet  mdicates  there  are  land  uses  incompatible  with  military  operation?  wS 
are  these  compatible  uses?  Either  in  this  section  or  an  ar^diTth  result 
consultancy  idennfication  and  scoping  should  be  expanded  to  aSe'  *  £*££ 
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understanding  of  why  the  Navy  supports  the  proposed  alternative  and  why  other         I T-  32 
alternatives  were  not  considered, 

Page  2-3,  Section  2.2  Alternatives  -  The  fifth  bullet  on  this  page  indicates  the  Navy  has 

consulted  with  local  agencies  with  an  interest  in  the  action.  The  Navy  has  not  been  to  T"33 

Eureka  County  for  at  least  three  years. 

Page  2-3,  Section  22  Alternatives  -  The  second  and  third  bullets  under  2.2.1  suggest 
MOA  expansion  in  Central  Nevada.  The  Navy  admits  to  planning  land  withdrawals  and 
allowing  for  the  most  effective  and  efficient  training.  Again  Eureka  County  would  prefer 
that  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's  are  analyzed  in  Chapters  1-4  of  this 
EIS. 


Page  2-4,  Section  2.2.1  Alternatives  Formulation  Process  -  Item  2  on  this  page 
indicates  the  action  must  protect  the  public  from  safety  hazards.  Discussions  of  the 
preferred  alternative  must  include  this  fact  that  highways  and  state  routes  pass  through 
Range  Safety  Zones  A  and  B.  Furthermore,  possible  effects  on  public  safety  should  also 
be  clearly  defined. 

Page  2-4,  Section  2.2.1  Alternatives  Formulation  Process  -  Item  (3)  indicates  that 
actions  should  minimally  disrupt  the  BLM  mission  to  provide  for  multiple  uses  on  public 
lands.  The  proposed  action  calls  for  the  withdrawal  of  over  127,000  acres  from  multiple 
use.  Furthermore,  Chapter  5  lists  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's  as 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions.  How  can  this  document  honestly  state  that  the 
withdrawal  of  127,000  acres  and  the  designation  of  an  additional  10,000  square  miles  of 
airspace  will  not  interfere  with  multiple  use? 

Page  2-4,  Section  2 .2.1  Alternatives  Formulation  Process  -  Why  was  socioeconomic 
affects  on  rural  governments  not  included  in  criteria  to  determine  the  purpose  and  need  of 

5XS  KSo  fa  FT  v1,"5"96  ** total  assessed  va1uation  of  «omwU  airlines  was 
J .144,0  J  6,000  (State  of  Nevada  Dept.  of  Taxation,  Annual  Report  Fiscal  1995-1996) 
What  impacts  will  the  proposed  action  have  on  this  tax  base  and  is  the  Navy  willing  to 
compensate  local  government  for  lost  revenues?  These  topics  should  be  addressed  in  this 
DEIS.  (See  copied  pages) 

Page  2-4,  Section  222  Alternatives  Considered  in  Detail  -  The  acreages  for 
withdrawal  in  this  section  conflict  with  acreages  listed  in  the  conclusions  of  the  executive 

T^J  °L1i!LBa2ard  Mitieaticm  ^J**  *«  Appendix  D.  The  executive  summary 
concludes  20,300  acres  will  be  needed  for  B-17  and  B-19.  However,  Section  2.2  2 
indicates  much  more  acreage  for  all  alternatives.  Please  explain  why  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives  call  for  withdrawing  more  than  was  recommended  by  the  Hazard 
Mitigation  Report, 


T-35 


T-36 


T-37 


T-38 


\:?*i*f>  t 


Received:      11/17/97; 


8:58AM; 


NOV.  -17'  97  (MON)  09:54 


4152443206    =>    CORDLE;         #26 

NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:  4152443206 


P.  026 


Page  2-5,  Figure  2-1  Comparison  of  Alternative  Withdrawal  Footprints  -  This  map 
should  designate  SR's  121  and  839.  Is  this  omission  an  attempt  to  down  play  the 
importance  of  these  highways  for  regional  transportation? 

Page  2-7,  Section  2.22  Alternatives  Considered  in  Detail  -  An  alternative  that  should 
be  considered  is  the  withdrawal  of  only  land  contaminated  with  off-range  ordinance.  The 
DEIS  is  conflicting  in  defining  the  need  for  the  proposed  action.  On  one  hand  the  DEIS 
states  that  the  number  of  training  missions  will  not  increase.  On  the  other  hand  the  DEIS 
states  that  withdrawals  are  needed  to  improve  realistic  training.  We  contend  that  the 
mission  of  NAS  Fallon  can  be  met  with  minimum  withdrawals  of  public  lands  and  should 
be  limited  to  such. 

Page  2-8,  Section  2.2 3  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail  -  It  appears  that  some 
of  the  alternatives  were  eliminated  from  further  study  for  inadequate  reasons.  While  the 
Navy  contends  training  will  not  increase,  their  argument  against  the  off-range  ordinance 
withdrawal  option  is  they  need  more  land  to  change  and  improve.  In  the  selection  of 
reasonable  alternatives,  it  appears  that  change  and  improve  really  mean  expand  and 
increase.  The  closure  of  other  DOD  facilities  and  the  addition  of  training  such  as 
TOPGUN  and  ground  maneuvers,  indicate  there  has  been  and  will  be  increases  in  training 
activities  at  Fallon  and  the  proposed  action  is  needed  by  the  Navy  to  meet  expanding 
training  requirements.  If  the  Navy  is  not  increasing  training  then  the  off-range  ordinance 
withdrawal  should  be  analyzed  in  the  DEIS. 

Page  2-9,  Section  2.2  J  Alternatives  Not  Considered  -  The  second  paragraph  under  the 
second  bullet  has  significant  implications  on  reasonably  foreseeable  actions.  The  Navy  is 
stating  they  do  not  have  enough  area  to  change  and  improve  realistic  training  This 
further  suggests  the  increased  likelihood  of  withdrawal  for  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and 
Smokey  MOA's.  Again,  the  designation  of  this  airspace  is  clearly  planned  and  should  be 
analyzed  in  this  DEIS. 

Page  2-10,  Section  2.2.3  Alternative  Not  Considered  in  Detail  -  The  first  paragraph 
on  this  page  indicates  the  Navy's  need  for  expansion  to  simulate  "real  world  scenarios  " 
This  has  major  implications  on  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  End  also  indicates 
the  need  to  analyze  the  designation  of  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's  in 
Chapters  1-4  of  this  DEIS. 

Page  2-10,  Section  223  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail  -  The  first  paragraph 
on  this  page  indicates  the  need  for  NAS  Fallon  expansion  to  provide  for  "real  world 
scenarios.  This  has  important  implications  on  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  and 
f,o?JeS  *if  mfreased  Probability  of  designating  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey 
MOA  s.    The  designation  of  these  MOA's  should  be  analyzed  in  Chapters  1  -4  of  this 
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Page  2-10,  Section  2.2.3  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail,  Relocate  the  FRTC  - 

Why  was  airspace  over  Nellis  AFB  and  the  Nevada  Test  Site  not  considered  for  possible 
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relocation?  Roughly  three  million  acres  in  Nevada  are  presently  withdrawn  for  military 
uses.  That  airspace  should  be  developed  before  additional  withdrawals  are  made.  This 
alternative  should  be  considered  in  detail  in  the  DEIS. 

Page  2-10,  Section  2.2.3  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail,  Relocate  the  FRTC  - 

The  last  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates  new  airspace  designation  will  require  more 
withdrawals.  How  does  this  relate  to  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA?  Will 
more  EW,  TACT  and  visual  cueing  sites  be  necessary  and  if  so  how  many  and  how  much 
land  is  needed?  The  potential  for  more  land  withdrawals  due  to  MOA  expansion  should 
be  evaluated  in  Chapters  1-4  of  this  document. 

Page  2-11,  Section  223  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail,  Relocate  the  FRTC  - 

The  second  paragraph  indicates  Nellis  AFB  was  not  considered  because  the  ranges  there 
are  primarily  test  and  evaluation  (TE)  rather  than  operations  and  combat  (OTM)  ranges. 
With  millions  of  acres  at  Nellis  and  the  Test  Site  restricted,  why  is  that  airspace  not  used 
prior  to  withdrawing  additional  land  and  airspace  in  Central  Nevada?  It  seems  that 
constructing  the  EW  and  TACT  sites  in  Nellis  would  allow  those  ranges  to  be  used  for  O 
&  M.  Furthermore,  Nellis  and  the  Test  Site  are  more  remote  than  Fallon  and  have  similar 
basin  and  range  topography.  Please  reconsider  in  detail  relocating  some  NAS  Fallon  to 
Nellis  and  the  Test  Site. 

Page  2-11,  Section  2.2.3  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail,  Relocate  the  FRTC  - 

The  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  notes  that  the  political  climate  tends  towards 
downsizing  military  facilities.  Why  then  is  the  Navy  attempting  to  expand  Fallon  NAS  in 
terms  of  land  withdrawals  and  airspace  designations?  Because  of  the  political  climate 
and  future  funding,  the  Navy's  request  for  additional  land  and  airspace  should  be  limited 
to  land  that  contains  off-range  ordinance. 

Page  2-12  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail,  Close  B-16  -  The  last  sentence  of 
the  fifth  paragraph  on  mis  page  concludes  closing  B-16  without  replacement  would  affect 
training  operations  throughout  DOD,  Would  closing  B-16  have  a  minimal  impact  that  is 
S™. or  is  *  a  raaJ°f  impact  that  will  significantly  impair  training  throughout 
JJOD7  Please  discuss  the  magnitude  of  the  affect. 

Page  2-12  Alternatives  Not  Considered  in  Detail,  Relocate  B-16  Operations The 

reasons  listed  in  this  section  to  support  not  moving  B-16  to  Nellis  need  to  be  expanded 
and  defined  m  more  detail.  The  first  argument  is  that  en-route  time  needs  to  be 
minimized  but  the  EIS  also  points  out  that  B-16  is  used  by  numerous  training  facilities  in 
the  west  and  even  by  carrier  based  aircraft.  Please  explain  how  this  en-route  time  affects 
efficiency  and  exactly  how  much  en-route  time  will  be  saved  by  not  relocating  B-16. 

The  second  bullet  indicates  other  bases  are  reaching  capacity  and  training  time  could  not 
afso3  to  downsized?         ^^  ^^  tCI^g  ^^^  dowilsiz^  Wl]]  D0D  «abmg 
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The  third  bullet  indicates  Nellis  cannot  be  used  because  it  is  a  T  &  E  rather  than  0  &  M 
range.  If  the  50  proposed  EW's,  TACTS  and  visual  sites  were  built  at  Nellis,  would  that 
aide  in  making  T  &  E  and  O  &  M  more  compatible? 

The  fourth  point  indicates  B-16  in  its  present  location  is  fuel  efficient.  This  conflicts  with 
the  use  of  this  range  by  other  training  facilities  in  the  region  as  well  as  carrier  hased 
aircraft.  Furthermore,  much  of  the  proposed  MOA  expansions  lie  just  as  far  from  NAS 
Fallon  as  DOD  facilities  at  Nellis  and  the  Test  Site.  This  cost  effective  argument  is  not 
convincing. 

Finally  the  last  reason  indicates  the  Navy  would  have  to  purchase  10  square  miles  of  land 
and  100  square  miles  of  airspace.  Is  this  accurate  if  the  millions  of  acres  in  Nellis  or  the 
Test  Site  were  considered? 

Page  2-15,  Section  2.3.1  Military  Activities  Common...  -  The  second  paragraph  under 
the  first  bullet  indicates  five  EW  or  TACT  sites  will  be  established  on  withdrawn  lands  if 
possible.  How  can  the  environmental  impact  of  these  sites  be  analyzed  if  their  location  is 
not  known?  The  location  of  these  sites  should  be  delineated  in  this  document  in  order  to 
determine  impacts.  Furthermore,  the  proposed  MOA  expansions  (Diamond,  Duckwater 
and  Smokey)  will  roughly  double  the  airspace  for  NAS  Fallon.  Will  this  expansion  also 
require  additional  EW,  TACT's  and  visual  sites?  If  60  to  70  additional  sites  are  needed, 
how  many  acres  will  be  disturbed  for  the  actual  site,  maintenance  roads  and  utility 
corridors?  Again,  the  expansion  of  airspace  and  the  impacts  to  the  lands  underneath 
should  be  analyzed  in  Chapters  1-4. 

Page  2-16,  Section  2.3.1  Military  Activities  Common...,  Visual  Ciieimg  Devices  -This 
section  is  not  clear  on  whether  visual  cueing  devices  will  be  limited  to  withdrawn  lands 
Furthermore,  how  can  potential  impacts  be  adequately  analyzed  if  the  sites  are  not 
delineated?  The  location  of  these  sites  should  be  noted  in  this  DEIS. 

Page  2-19,  Section  2.3.1  Military  Activities  Common  to  AH  Military...,  Active 
Visual  Cueing  Devices  -  The  second  paragraph  under  this  heading  is  vague  on  whether 
any  visual  cueing  sites  will  be  located  off  existing  Navy  controlled  ranges.  If  any  visual 
cueing  devices  are  to  be  located  off  existing  ranges,  the  location  should  be  delineated  and 
analyzed  in  the  DEIS.  u«wicu  ana 

Page  2-24,  Table  2-3    Integrated  Air  and  Ground  Training  -  Integrated  air  and 
ground  training  was  not  included  in  the  scoping  process  and  the  Navy  failed  to  announce 
tneir  intent  to  study  integrated  air  and  ground  training  during  scoping,  This  DEIS  should 
mclude  an  analysis  of  alternatives  to  Dixie  Valley  ground  training  as  required  by  NEPA 
I  he  DEIS  is  inadequate  in  the  analysis  of  ground  training. 

When  the  Navy  condemned  private  property  in  Dixie  Valley,  the  public  was  informed  by 
the  Navy  that  acuon  was  to  acquire  more  airspace,  not  for  conducting  ground  maneuvers. 
This  ,s  a  major  change  from  the  Navy's  announced  intentions.  This  is  also  significant  in 
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how  the  Navy  has  developed  a  credibility  problem  What  other  future  plans  are  not 
included  in  this  DEIS  and  does  this  DEIS  represent  a  piecemeal  approach  to  NEPA? 

Page  2-2S,  Section  2,3.1  Military  Activities  Common  to  All  Military...,  Chaff  and 
Flares  -  The  second  paragraph  downplays  the  amount  of  chaff  by  averaging  the  amount 
of  chaff  across  the  entire  area.  Are  there  locations  where  chaff  is  more  likely  to  fall?  In 
those  areas  where  high  amounts  of  chaff  are  present,  what  are  the  concentrations  (lbs. 
Chaff/acre)  exist  now  and  what  concentrations  are  expected  in  10  or  20  years?  This 
needs  to  be  addressed  in  this  document. 

The  last  paragraph  on  this  page  discusses  flares  and  concludes  that  all  unspent  ordinance 
and  flares  are  rendered  safe.  However,  this  paragraph  does  not  indicate  how  much 
unspent  ordinance  was  found.  Was  a  significant  amount  of  unspent  ordinance  found  off 
the  range  and  are  there  possible  public  safety  issues? 

Page  2-26,27,  Section  2.3.2  Land  Use  Categories,  Livestock  Grazing;  Mining; 
Water  Access  and  Developments;  Leases,  Easements,  Utility  Corridors  and  Rights 

of  Ways  -  All  these  sections  note  that  restrictions  on  the  use  of  these  lands  will  be 
implemented.  These  sections  should  also  note  that  any  taking  of  private  property  will 
include  compensation. 

Page  2-28,  Section  23.2.2,  Category  3  Navy  and  Public  Use,...  -  The  second 
paragraph  of  this  section  describes  a  management  system  tbat  allows  BLM  to  manage  but 
requires  Navy  approval.  If  the  Navy  withdraws  the  land  then  the  responsibility  to 
manage  lies  with  the  Navy.  Is  the  Navy  prepared  to  reimburse  BLM  for  management  and 
can  BLM  enter  into  such  an  agreement?  The  jurisdiction  and  responsibilities  of  the  Navy 
and  BLM  should  be  clearly  defined  in  this  section. 

Page  2-29,  Section  2.3.2.2,  Category  B  Navy  and  Public  Uses...  -  The  first  paragraph 
notes  the  Navy  foresees  the  possible  need  for  up  to  5  EW  or  TACT  sites  and  up  to  50 
visual  cueing  sites.  The  development  of  these  sites  seems  more  likely  than  foreseeable 
These  sues  should  be  delineated  in  this  document  and  analyzed  in  Chapters  1-4  of  this 
document  ^ 

The  second  paragraph  of  this  section  lists  a  variety  of  restrictions  the  Navy  will  impose 
on  Category  B  lands.  The  relationship  of  these  restrictions  to  BLM's  mission  of 
managing  lands  for  multiple  uses  should  be  discussed  in  this  section. 

Page  2-29,  Section  2.3.2.2,  Category  B  Navy  and  Pnblic  Use,...,  Public  Access  and 
Recreation  -  Will  allowing  public  access  near  EW  pose  possible  health  threats  from 
microwave  emissions? 

Si?"30'  ^n*  2'3■2'2,  Category  B  Navy  and  PubUc  Use -.  L*<"teck  Grazing  - 

The  Navy  wdl  allow  grazing  and  will  let  BLM  administer  permits,  Because  the  Navy  is 
withdrawing  these  lands  the  management  responsibilities  should  also  go  to  the  Navy.  Is 
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the  Navy  willing  to  reimburse  ibe  BLM  for  managing  these  lands?  Furthermore,  many 
BLM  people  complain  they  do  not  have  the  time,  money  or  personnel  to  adequately 
manage  land  they  have  now.  Can  we  reasonably  expect  them  to  manage  withdrawn 
lands? 

Page  2-30,  Section  2.3.2.2,  Category  B  Navy  and  Public  Use...,  Mining  -  In  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  the  Navy  wants  to  retain  authority  on  permits  regarding 
minerals.  Is  the  authority  on  mineral  permitting  something  BLM  can  relinquish  to 
another  agency? 

Page  2-31,  Section  2.3.2.2,  Category  B  Navy  and  Public  Use...,  Water  Access  and 
Developments  -  The  first  paragraph  indicates  the  Navy  wants  approval  authority  for 
water  developments.  The  State  of  Nevada  is  the  responsible  agency  for  permitting  water. 

Page  2-31,  Section  23.2.2,  Category  B  Navy  and  Public  Use...,  Luases,  Easements 
and  Rights  of  Way  -  If  Navy  withdraws  land,  does  BLM  have  the  responsibility  to  issue 
leases,  easements  and  right  of  ways,  or  other  authorization  for  non-military  uses  on 
military  lands? 

Page  2-36,  Figure  2*7  Alternative  1  -  The  Sheelite  Mine  Road  should  be  designated  as 
SR  839  and  the  Dixie  Valley  Road  should  be  designated  as  SR  121.  If  names  other  than 
official  roads  designations  are  used,  perhaps  Highway  50  should  be  changed  to  "The 
Lincoln  Highway." 

Page  2-37,  Figure  2-8  Alternative  11  -  The  Sheelite  Mine  Road  should  be  designated 
as  SR  839  and  the  Dixie  Valley  Road  should  be  designated  as  SR  121.  If  names  other 
than  official  roads  designations  are  used,  perhaps  Highway  50  should  be  changed  to  "The 
Lincoln  Highway." 

Page  2-39,  Section  2.3.4  Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts  for  Eaeh  Alternative  - 

The  second  paragraph  states  the  Navy  will  "...explore  means  to  compensate  holders  of 
patented  and  valid  unpatented  mining  claims,  water  rights  and  grazing  permits,  subject  to 
Congressional  authorization  and  appropriation."  Pursuant  to  the  Fifth  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution,  private  property  can  not  be  taken  for  a  public  use  without  just 
compensation.  If  the  Navy  does  not  have  Congressional  authorization  and  appropriation 
the  Navy  can  not  take  private  property.  The  taking  of  private  property  must  be  mitigated.' 

Page  2-41,  Figure  2-10  No  Action  Alternative  -  State  Routes  121  and  839  should  be 
delineated  on  this  figure. 

Page  2-42,  Section  2.3.4  Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts  for  Each  Alternative  - 

inc  tost  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates  adverse  impacts  to  visual  resources  and 
recreation  could  occur.  However,  mitigation  is  not  discussed  and  the  loss  of  recreation  is 
a  mitigatable  impact. 
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Page  244,  Table  2-6  Overview  of  Environmental  Consequences  and  Mitigation 
Measures  -  The  impacts  to  biological  resources  cannot  be  determined  until  the  EW, 
TACT  and  visual  cueing  sites  are  delineated.  Furthermore,  mitigation  cannot  be 
detennined  until  the  actual  sites  are  chosen.  Mitigation  measures  must  be  described  for 
takings  in  the  water  resources,  socioeconomics  and  mineral  resources  mitigation  column, 

Page  3-1,  Section  3  Existing  Environment  -  The  third  paragraph  indicates  the 
proposed  action  will  not  increase  air  operation  or  the  size  of  the  actual  impact  areas 
within  the  ranges,  However,  the  document  also  indicates  a  reasonably  foreseeable  action 
of  increasing  airspace  in  Central  Nevada.  This  section  should  also  note  possible  increases 
in  air  operating  and  impact  areas  outside  the  existing  ranges. 

Page  3-S,  Sections  3.3.1.1,  3.3.1.2  and  33,1.3  Federal  Endangered  Species  Act, 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  and  Clean  Water  Act  -  How  can  this  DEIS  realistically 
assess  impacts  on  endangered  species,  migratory  birds  and  water  if  the  EW,  TACTS  and 
visual  cueing  sites  are  not  delineated?  The  exact  locations  of  these  sites  as  well  as  access 
roads  and  utility  corridors  should  be  delineated  in  this  document  so  the  impacts  can  be 
thoroughly  analyzed  before  a  decision  is  made. 

Page  3-14,  Section  3 3.4  Sensitive  Species  -  This  section  only  analyses  species  as 
related  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  However,  we  have  felt  increasing  pressures 
locally  to  consider  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  implications.  Many  of  the  birds  listed  in 
Section  3.3.3.5  are  migratory  and  implementing  the  Preferred  Alternative  will 
undoubtedly  have  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  implications.  These  implications  should  be 
discussed  in  this  document. 

Page  3-20,  Section  3.5.3  Noise  Studies  -  This  section  includes  a  table  that  shows  land 
use  compatibly  with  noise  levels.  A  map  that  shows  existing  noise  levels  in  relation  to 
existing  land  uses  would  be  very  helpful  in  this  section.  Figures  5.4  and  5.5  should  be 
expanded  to  include  all  land  uses  and  all  bombing  ranges.  The  relation  of  training 
activities  to  public  rights  of  way,  such  as  Highways  50  and  95,  should  be  an  important 
consideration  for  defining  the  existing  environment. 

Page  3-29, 3-31, 3-33, 3-36,  3-37,  341, 346, 349, 3-56, 3-59, 3-60,  and  3-64,  Figures 
3-2  through  3-13  -  These  figures  should  list  highways  by  official  designation.  SR  121 
and  389  should  replace  the  Scheelite  Mine  Road  and  Dixie  Valley  Road.  Figure  3-3 
should  also  include  the  Shoal  Site  boundary.  Figure  3-6  erroneously  shows  Highway  50 
as  Highway  5.  Figure  3-10  has  map  symbols  over  Scheelite  Mine  Road.  Figure  3-12 
completely  omits  SR  839. 

Page  3-21,  Section  3.S.4  Helicopter  Noise  and  Page  3-22,  Table  3-4  Estimated  Noise 
Levels  for  Helicopters  -  The  first  paragraph  indicates  speech  communication  is  difficult 
at  70  dBA  and  impossible  at  85  dBA  and  above.  Table  34  notes  that  Single  Event 
Levels  (SEL)  for  flyovers  of  helicopters  ranges  from  73.8  to  93,7  dBA.  While  averaging 
sound  events  may  be  useful  for  understanding  the  impacts  of  noise  events  over  time,  the 
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importance  of  a  SEL  should  not  be  overlooked  especially  as  it  relates  to  public 
transportation  corridors  (Highways  50  and  95,  SR's  121  and  839)  and  public  safety,  Do 
flight  paths  for  helicopters  intersect  or  follow  public  rights  of  ways?  Could  the  noise 
event  suddenly  startle  or  provide  sufficient  nuisance  to  motorists  to  be  a  public  safety 
concern?  A  map  that  shows  existing  noise  levels  in  relation  to  existing  land  uses  should 
be  included  in  this  EIS.  Figures  5.4  and  5.5  should  be  expanded  to  include  all  land  uses 
and  helicopter  flight  paths. 

Page  3-23,  Section  3.6  Visual  Resources  -  The  second  paragraph  describes  the  BLM 
VRM  process  as  a  "sophisticated  process."  The  adjective  "sophisticated"  as  applied  to 
the  subjective  classification  process  as  required  by  BLM' s  VRM  program  indicates  bias 
by  the  authors.  The  adjective  sophisticated  should  be  removed. 

Page  3-43,  Section  3.9.4  Local  Government  -  In  describing  the  local  government  this 
section  should  also  note  that  airspace  used  by  commercial  airlines  is  taxed  and  is  a 
portion  of  the  revenues  received  by  local  governments.  The  total  assessed  valuation  of 
airspace  used  by  commercial  airlines  in  Nevada  was  over  140  million  dollars  in  FY  1 995- 
1996  (State  of  Nevada,  Dept.  of  Taxation,  Annual  Report,  Fiscal  1995-1996).  The 
assessed  valuation  of  airspace  in  Churchill,  Lander,  Eureka  and  Nye  Counties  for  the 
same  year  were  $3,277,158,  $3,113,641,  $1,558,173  and  $14,623,576  respectively. 
Possible  impacts  on  this  tax  base  due  to  expanded  and  improved  training  should  also  be 
analyzed  and  discussed  in  the  Cumulative  Impacts  sections  of  this  document.  The 
present  analysis  of  local  governments  is  too  narrow  and  inadequate. 

Page  3-43,  Section  3.93  Employment  and  Income  -  This  section  should  indicate  the 
amount  of  tax  revenue  the  county  receives  as  a  result  of  NAS  Fallon.  The  employment 
and  tax  revenues  projected  in  section  3.9.5  indicate  mining  may  provide  a  potential 
alternative  to  the  economic  benefits  derived  from  NAS  Fallon. 

For  consistency,  Section  3.9.3, 3.9.4  and  3.9.5  should  all  list  the  employment,  tax  revenue 
and  percentage  of  the  local  economy  that  is  derived  from  NAS  Fallon,  agriculture,  mining 
and  potential  mineral  resources. 

Page  3-52,  Section  3.10.8  Patented  and  Unpatented  Mining  Claims  -  At  the  end  of 

the  second  sentence,  "...as  specified  FLPMA..."  should  be  changed  to  "...as  specified  in 
FLPMA...". 

Page  3-61,  Section  3.13  Public  Health  and  Safety  -  The  second  paragraph  summarizes 
the  likelihood  of  objects  striking  people  or  structures  is  small  and  cites  SAIC  1991. 
However,  the  analysis  did  not  account  for  the  proximity  to  ranges  and  airfields.  Several 
important  public  transportation  corridors- (Highway  50  and  95  and  States  Routes  121  and 
839)  either  dissect  or  border  training  ranges.  Because  of  proximity  of  these  highways  to 
training  ranges,  is  there  an  increase  likelihood  of  people  being  struck  by  objects?  If  so,  is 
it  a  reasonable  risk  that  should  be  subjected  to  people  who  must  use  these  highways? 
This  should  be  analyzed  in  the  EIS. 
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Page  3-62,  Section  3.13.2  Off-Range  Ordinance  -  This  paragraph  indicates  ordinance 
has  fallen  outside  the  boundaries  from  "time  to  time".  This  terminology  is  too  vague  and 
because  off-range  ordinance  is  an  important  public  safety  issue,  the  exact  number  of  off- 
range  ordinance  mishaps  should  be  used  in  this  section. 

Page  3-63,  Section  3.13.2.2  Results  of  Sweep  -  For  public  safety  concerns,  the  amount 
of  ordinance  and  objects  found  in  the  proximity  of  major  public  right  of  ways  should  be 
discussed.  Table  3-11  shows  that  from  November/December  1989  through  June  1990, 
1,302  and  7,373  off-range  items  were  found  at  B-17  and  B-l  9  respectively.  Additionally, 
20,820  lb.  and  16,410  lb-  of  scrap  were  found  at  B-17  and  B-19  respectively  for  the  same 
period.  These  amounts  of  off-range  ordinance  and  scrap  indicate  serious  considerations 
for  public  safety  and  should  be  addressed. 

Page  3-65,  Section  3.13.2.3  Changes  in  Operations  -  The  first  paragraph  of  this 
section  notes  that  operations  were  changed  at  B-19  because  of  off-range  ordinance.  Why 
were  no  changes  proposed  for  B-l  7? 

Page  3-66,  Section  3.14  Transportation  -  This  section  should  also  note  that  Highway 
50  and  SR's  121  and  839  pass  throughout  or  are  adjacent  to  RSZ's  A,  B  and  C. 

Page  3-67,  Section  3.15  Airspace  Designation  and  Use  -  The  fifth  paragraph  of  this 
section  list  existing  civilian  uses  of  airspace.  However,  it  does  not  note  that  assessed 
valuation  of  airspace  over  Nevada  is  over  $140  million  and  that  counties  tax  the  use  of 
airspace.  Do  existing  air  operations  have  an  impact  on  commercial  airline  routes  and  thus 
an  impact  on  local  tax  bases? 

Page  3-68,  Section  3.15  Airspace  Designation  and  Use  -  The  last  paragraph  of  this 
section  identifies  airports  in  the  region.  Please  include  the  airport  at  Eureka  as'  well  as 
small  private  airports  in  Duckwater,  Current  and  numerous  ranches  and  mines, 

Page  4-1,  Section  4  Environmental  Consequences  -  The  first  paragraph  suggests  the 
impact  analysis  is  based  on  current  training  needs  and  scenarios.  The  purpose  and  need 
for  the  proposed  action  points  out  that  more  land  and  airspace  are  needed  to  improve 
training.  We  are  concerned  that  MO  A  expansion  in  central  Nevada  is  an  integral  part  and 
condition  of  the  preferred  alternative,  We  are  also  concerned  that  the  omission  of  these 
MOA's  implies  toe  Navy  is  piece  mealing  the  NEPA  process.  The  expansion  of  MOA's 
should  be  analyzed  in  chapters  1-5  of  this  EIS. 

Page  4-2,  Section  4.1.2  Impact  Significance  Criteria  -  The  first  paragraph  indicates 
lands  having  potential  to  be  contaminated  with  off-range  ordinance  will  be  withdrawn. 
The  preferred  alternative  indicates  lands  will  be  withdrawn  on  either  side  of  Highway  50 
and  SR  839  partially  because  those  lands  have  the  potential  to  be  contaminated.  It  seems 
highly  possible  these  highways  also  have  the  probability  to  be  contaminated.  Should 
these  transportation  corridors  also  be  withdrawn  and  rerouted  for  public  safety  purposes? 
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Page  4-2,  Section  4.1.2  Impact  Significance  Criteria  -  The  first  bullet  under  the  third 
paragraph  should  include  migratory  birds. 

Page  4-S,  Section  4^.1.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  indicates  a  maximum  of 
75  acres  will  be  disturbed  for  EW's,  TACT's  and  visual  cueing  sites.  However  this 
figure  does  not  include  access  roads  and  utility  corridors.  The  impacts  of  those  sites  on 
geology  and  minerals  cannot  be  realistically  evaluated  when  these  sites  are  not 
delineated. 

Page  4-6,  Section  4.2.2.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  of  this  section  indicates 
that  Joss  of  water  rights  can  not  be  mitigated.  This  statement  is  not  acceptable  Water 
rights  are  a  species  of  property  rights  and  according  to  the  Fifth  Amendment  of  our 
Constitution,  private  property  cannot  be  taken  for  a  public  purpose  without  just 
compensation.  The  mitigation  for  lost  water  rights  must  include  compensation. 

Page  4-7,  Section  4.2 2.1  Alternative  1  -  The  first  paragraph  on  thus  page  discusses 
chaff  m  water  and  potennai  impacts.  One  impact  that  is  absent  is  the  potential  impact  to 
migratory  birds  What  is  the  potential  for  migratory  birds  becoming  entangled  (similar  to 
fishing  line)  and  drowning?  This  impact  should  be  analyzed. 

Page  4-7,  Section  4.2.24  Mitigation  -  The  Navy  must  do  more  than  explore  a  means  of 
compensation  to  holders  of  water  rights.  If  the  Navy  does  not  have  Congressional 
approval  or  appropriation,  they  can  not  take  property  rights,  The  mitigation  should 
dearly  state  that  owners  of  property  rights  will  be  justly  compensated  if  those  rights  are 

air^l^  ^  ? i0l°giCa\ **Tr™  ~  ""*  fifth  *"Wh  summarizes  that 
rfttl  v^"?  "^T*  r^er  *Emharmfiil  *  ungulates.  How  many  antelope 
are  m  Dixie  Valley  at  present,  compared  to  the  number  of  antelope  prior  to  the  Navy* 
Su^h  information  would  assist  the  reader  in  determining  whether  over-flights  are 
detrimental  to  ungulates.  The  DEIS  should  include  this  information, 

Sw^n!!;  S°  ,*"  *■?*"!  ReS0Urc6S  "  m  firet  P«W*  -mninaria-  that 

St^rrtr^u  to  *"*  Sh0WCd  &U0a^  SVOltee  Savior.    This 

SfS?      ^^    ?  mU  bC  m°re  ****  ^  noise  than  non-migratory  birds.   The 

significance  of  aircraft  noise  on  mieratorv  birds  durW  h™*^™  Ja      L 

should  be  discussed.  «"gratory  birds  dunng  breeding  and  nestmg  seasons 

evXS  Sift"  4'2,3,1h  f  Tt™  S  ~  The  f0Urtb  P""""^  "4  th*  Wdoefcal 
SS?T  I*??31?   ?*,*■  tocefttened  ^  eD^B^cl  species.  This  paragraph 

should  also  note  that  biological  evaluations  will  also  be  prejiared  for  rmirraSvtmS 
pursuant  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 
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Page  4-13,  Section  4.23.1  Alternative  1  -  The  first  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates 
BLM  will  be  granted  access  to  Category  A  lands  to  study  big  horn  sheep.  Will  Nevada 
Division  of  Wildlife,  who  is  legally  charged  with  the  management  of  big  horn  sheep,  also 
be  given  access  to  Category  A  lands? 

Page  4-13,  Section  4.2.3.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  indicates  EW,  TACTS 
and  visual  cueing  sites  will  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  biological  resources.  How 
can  this  conclusion  be  derived  when  the  actual  location  of  these  sites  are  not  delineated? 
This  document  should  analyze  the  actual  sites  in  addition  to  any  access  roads  and  utility 
corridors.  This  approach  appears  to  be  nothing  more  than  piece  mealing  the  NEPA 
process. 

Page  4-14,  Section  4.2.4.1  Alternative  1  -  The  first  paragraph  of  this  section  indicates 
eliminating  mining  and  grazing  may  improve  air  quality.  This  is  pure  speculation  and 
should  be  removed.  Are  you  implying  that  increased  training  involving  vehicles, 
increased  fuel  consumption,  increased  detonation  of  ordinance  are  more  beneficial  to  air 
quality  than  livestock  and  mines?  Please  provide  information  to  support  this  statement. 

Page  4-17,  Section  4.2.5.1  Alternative  1  -  The  assumption  that  no  significant  noise 
impacts  will  occur  because  no  increase  in  aircraft  operations  will  occur,  appears  to 
conflict  with  Section  1  Purpose  and  Need.  The  addition  of  TOPGUN,  Integrated  Air  and 
Ground  Training,  increased  demands  placed  on  NAS  Fallon  through  base  closures  and 
the  Navy's  desire  to  "change  and  improve  realistic  operational  and  strategic  combat 
training"  all  indicate  an  increase  in  operations. 

Page  4-17,  Section  4.2.5.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  discusses  noise  as  it 
relates  to  recreationist.  What  are  potential  noise  impacts  from  integrated  air  and  ground 
training  on  public  safety  for  those  who  travel  Highway  50  and  State  Routes  121  and  839? 
Public  safety  and  major  transportation  corridors  should  be  analyzed  in  this  section. 

Page  4-17,  Section  4.2.5.1  Mitigation  -  Re-routing  highways  and/or  explicit  warning 
signs  should  be  considered  in  this  section. 

Page  4-18,  Section  4.2.6.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  in  this  section 
discusses  impacts  of  EW's,  TACTS  and  visual  cueing  sites  on  visual  resources  These 
impacts  cannot  be  evaluated  if  the  sites  are  not  delineated. 

Page  4-19,  Section  4.2.6  Visual  Resources  -  The  fifth  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates 
the  long  term  use  of  chaff  could  result  in  an  accumulation  of  debris.  If  a  visual 
accumulation  is  possible,  the  effects  on  wildlife  and  migratory  birds  should  be  analyzed. 

JS?  4i1^5f*teJ  4"2"74  Alternative  l  -  ™e  seco*d  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates 
tw  s  TACTS  and  visual  cueing  sites  will  not  have  an  effect  on  cultural  resources  How 
can  this  conclusion  be  drawn  when  the  actual  location  of  these  sites  is  not  delineated'? 
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Deferring  potential  impacts  to  future  consultation  and  coordination  indicates  the  NEPA 
process  is  being  piecemealed. 

Page  4-22,  Section  4.2.8.1  Alternative  1  -  The  first  bullet  indicates  impacts  to  public 
access,  mining,  grazing,  ROW'S,  easements  etc,,  are  unmitigatable.  This  is  not  true.  If 
the  Navy  takes  private  property  they  must  provide  just  compensation. 

Page  4-22,  Section  4.2.8.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  bullet  in  this  section  indicates 
BLM's  RMP  will  be  modified  to  include  military  use  on  withdrawn  Category  B  lands. 
The  RMP  is  for  Federal  Lands  managed  by  BLM,  not  withdrawn  lands.  The  Navy  can 
not  expect  BLM  to  continue  to  manage  withdrawn  lands.  If  the  Navy  wants  BLM  to 
manage  Category  B  lands,  these  lands  should  not  be  withdrawn. 

Page  4-23,  Section  4.2.8.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  bullet  of  this  section  also 
discusses  the  impacts  of  EW  land  TACT's  on  land  use.  This  document  cannot  adequately 
analyze  the  impacts  EW's  and  TACTS  on  land  use  if  the  location  of  these  sites  is  not 
delineated. 

Page  4-25,  Section  4.2.8.1  Alternative  1  -  The  last  bullet  of  this  section  indicates  the 
RMP  will  be  changed  to  address  height  limits  on  Category  B  lands.  Qace  these  lands  are 
withdrawn,  the  RMP  is  not  the  governing  document.  The  BLM  should  not  and  cannot  be 
expected  to  provide  management  responsibility  on  withdrawn  lands.  If  the  Navy  wants 
BLM  to  continue  to  manage  Category  B  lands,  the  Navy  should  not  withdraw  these  lands. 

Page  4-25,  Section  4.2.9.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  indicates  Navy 
operations  near  tribal  lands  will  not  increase.  This  conflicts  with  Chapter  1  and  the 
discussions  about  TOPGUN  and  other  training  programs  that  have  been  transferred  to 
NAS  Fallon. 

-4" 

V 

Page  4-26,  Section  4.2.9.1  Alternative  1  -  The  third  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates 
development  "...could  slow  down..."  and  the  slow  down  "...probably  would  be  short 
term..."  This  is  speculation  on  the  part  of  the  authors  and  the  DEIS  should  deal  with 
factual  information.  If  a  slow  down  of  development  is  expected,  indicate  the  magnitude 
and  duration  based  on  facts. 

Page  4-27,  Section  4.2.9.1  Alternative  1  -  The  first  paragraph  concludes  no  impacts  to 
socioeconomic  from  EW  or  TACT  sites.  Unless  the  location  for  these  sites  is  delineated, 
the  impacts  to  socioeconomic  cannot  be  adequately  analyzed. 

Page  4-27,  Section  4.2.9,1  Alternative  1  -  The  section  on  mitigation  indicates  the  loss 
of  mining  and  grazing  are  unmitigatable  impacts  and  the  Navy  will  explore  means  of 
compensation.  If  private  property  is  taken  for  the  public  good,  the  Navy  must  provide 
just  compensation. 
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Page  4-28,  Section  4.2.10.1  Alternative  1  -  The  impacts  section  indicates  BLM  will 
manage  category  B  lands  and  the  Navy  will  retain  final  approval  authority.  Once  these 
lands  are  withdrawn,  BLM  should  not  be  expected  to  provide  management.  Perhaps  the 
Navy  should  not  withdraw  the  Category  B  lands. 

Page  4-29,  Section  4.2.10.1  Alternative  1  -  The  bullet  covering  development  should 
note  that  any  loss  of  private  property  or  mineral  rights  will  include  just  compensation. 
The  second  paragraph  of  this  bullet  indicates  BLM  will  continue  to  issue  permits  for 
recreation,  grazing,  water  and  mining  pending  Navy  approval.  Once  Category  B  lands 
are  withdrawn  BLM  has  relinquished  authority  and  land  management  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  Navy.  If  the  Navy  wants  BLM  to  manage  Category  B  lands,  the  Navy  should  not 
withdraw  these  lands. 

The  last  two  sentences  in  this  bullet  indicate  E W  and  TACT  sites  will  have  no  significant 
direct  impact  on  existing  developments.  Until  the  exact  locations  of  these  sites  are 
delineated,  the  impact  on  existing  developments  cannot  be  determined. 

Page  4-29,  Section  4-2.10.1  Alternative  1  -  The  last  bullet  on  patenting  indicates  the 
Navy  will  not  allow  any  new  patents.  The  process  for  convening  unpatented  to  patented 
is  set  forth  in  statutes  and  neither  the  Navy  or  BLM  has  the  authority  to  ignore  that 
Congressional  determination. 

Page  4-29,  Section  4.2.10.1  Alternative  1  -  The  section  on  mitigation  indicates  the 
Navy  will  explore  means  to  compensate  holders  of  impacted  patented  and  unpatented 
claims.  If  the  Navy  takes  private  property,  they  must  provide  just  compensation. 

Page  4-31,  Section  4.2.114  Alternative  1  -  The  impacts  section  uses  a  Resource 
Management  Area  wide  average  of  30  acres  per  AUM  to  determine  impacts  on  livestock 
grazing.  The  actual  withdrawal  area  should  be  sampled  to  determine  forage  production 
and  a  stocking  rate.  Assuming  the  withdrawal  is  consistent  to  a  Resource  Area  wide 
average  is  poor  science  at  best.  Furthermore,  the  impact  on  grazing  of  EW,  TACT  and 
visual  cueing  sites  should  also  be  included  in  this  section. 

Page  4-32,  Section  4.2.11.1  Alternative  1  -  If  the  Navy  takes  private  property  they  must 
provide  just  compensation. 

Page  4-33,  Section  4.2.12.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates 
the  Navy  will  require  approval  of  any  recreation  permits  issued  by  BLM  for  category  B 
lands,  Once  these  lands  are  withdrawn,  the  BLM  should  not  be  expected  to  manage  these 
lands  for  the  Navy.  If  the  Navy  does  not  want  management  responsibility,  the  lands 
should  not  be  withdrawn. 

Page  4-33,  Section  4.2.12.1  Alternative  1  -  The  fourth  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates 
the  number  of  recreational  users  is  "...  not  thought  to  be  very  high."  This  statement 
should  be  removed  because  it  is  only  conjecture  and  this  EIS  should  deal  with  facts. 
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The  fifth  paragraph  on  this  page  indicates  the  Pony  Express  Trail  will  not  be  affected  by 
EW's,  TACTS  or  visual  cueing  sites.  Unless  the  exact  location  of  these  sites  is 
delineated,  the  impacts  on  the  Pony  Express  Trail  cannot  be  analyzed. 

Page  4-34,  Section  4.2.13  Public  Health  and  Safety  -  This  section  should  include 
discussion  of  potential  impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  the  major  transportation  corridors 
(Highways  50  and  95  and  SR's  121  and  839).  Will  people  who  use  these  routes  be 
subjected  to  increased  risks  and  are  these  risks  reasonable?  Have  previous  sweeps 
resulted  in  ordinance  or  aircraft  parts  found  on  these  highways? 

Page  4-35,  Section  4.2.13.1  Alternative  1  -  The  second  paragraph  indicates  EW,  TACT 
and  visual  cueing  sites  will  have  no  affect  on  public  health  and  safety.  This  cannot  be 
determined  until  the  exact  location  of  these  sites  is  delineated. 

Page  4-36,  Section  4.244  Transportation  -  This  section,  as  well  as  Section  4.2.15 
Airspace  Designation  and  Use,  should  include  an  analysis  of  impacts  to  commercial 
airlines.  Commercial  airlines  are  taxed  and  each  county  in  Nevada  receives  revenues  for 
commercial  use  of  airspace.  In  fiscal  year  1995-1996  the  total  assessed  valuation  on 
airlines  was  $144,016,000  for  the  entire  state  (State  of  Nevada  Department  of  Taxation 
Annual  Report,  Fiscal  1995-1996).  The  EIS  notes  in  several  places  that  non  military  air 
traffic  will  be  re-routed.  How  this  may  affect  commercial  flights  and  ultimately  rural  tax 
bases,  should  be  analyzed  as  well  as  potential  mitigation. 

Page  4-38,  Section  4.3  Unavoidable  Adverse  Impact  -  The  discussion  in  the  second 
paragraph  of  this  section  indicates  the  impacts  to  mining  and  grazing  are  unmitigatable. 
This  is  not  true.  If  the  Navy  takes  private  property  Ihey  must  provide  just  compensation. 

Page  4-38,  Section  4.3.2  Possible  Conflicts  with  Land  Use  Plans  -  Once  the  lands  are 
withdrawn,  BLM  Land  Use  Plan  is  no  longer  applicable  and  management  of  these  lands 
is  the  Navy's  responsibility.  If  the  Navy  does  not  want  to  manage  these  lands  perhaps  the 
size  of  the  withdrawal  should  be  reduced 

Page  5-1,  Section  5.2  Cumulative  Effects  Region  -  Splitting  the  cumulative  effects 
region  into  two  categories  (primary  and  secondary)  and  then  only  analyzing  one  category 
for  cumulative  effects  seems  inconsistent  with  NEPA.  The  cumulative  impact  definition 
in  the  CEQ  regulations  does  not  include  primary  and  secondary  categories.  While  the 
Navy  may  contend  that  future  airspace  designations  are  insignificant  actions,  collectively 
the  impacts  may  result  in  significant  impacts  over  a  large  portion  of  Central  Nevada  The 
cumulative  effects  should  be  analyzed  for  the  entire  region  that  is  affected. 

Page  5-2,  Section  5.2  Cumulative  Effects  Region  -  The  last  paragraph  of  this  section 
suggests  that  no  withdrawal  of  land  is  associated  with  airspace  designation  Will 
additional  EW,  TACT  or  TIS  sites  be  required?  If  so,  the  EIS  should  also  discuss  future 
land  withdrawals  associated  with  the  withdrawal  of  airspace. 
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Page  5-3,  Figure  5-1  Existing  and  Proposed  Military  Land  Withdrawals  in  the 
Region  -  Hawthorne  and  Gabbs  are  not  delineated  on  this  figure.  Also  the  highways  and 
state  routes  should  include  the  official  numerical  designation. 

Page  5-4  and  5-5,  Figures  5-2  and  5-3  -Neither  of  these  figures  show  the  locations  of 
Hawthorne,  Gabbs,  Kingston,  Austin,  Round  Mountain,  Eureka,  Duckwater  and  Current. 
These  towns  are  populated  by  the  majority  of  people  who  will  be  affected  and  should  be 
included  on  these  figures, 

Page  5-6,  Section  5.3  Methodology  -  Step  4  should  discuss  and  verify  no  new  EW 
TACT  or  TIS  sites  will  be  associated  with  future  airspace  designations  of  the  Diamond' 
Duckwater  and  Smokey  MOA's.  If  future  withdrawals  of  land  are  required,  it  must  also* 
be  discussed  in  the  subsequent  analysis. 

Page  S-4,  Section  5.4  Regional  Baseline  -  This  entire  section  is  only  a  partial  analysis 
of  the  actual  region  affected.  The  analysis  seems  to  be  primarily  focused  on  Churchill 
County  but  the  impacts  of  proposed  and  foreseeable  actions  include  Lander,  Eureka 
Pershing,  Nye,  Elko,  White  Pine  and  Mineral  Counties. 


Page  5-7,  Section  S.4.2 

migratory  birds. 


Biological  Resources  -  This  section  should  also  discuss 


Page  5-12,  Section  5.4.10  Airspace  Designation  and  Use  -  Airspace  designation  is  not 
one  of  die  eight  major  categories  listed  in  5.4.  The  designation  of  airspace  is  a 
foreseeable  future  action  and  the  impacts  should  be  analyzed  in  the  eight  major 
categories.  J 

Page  5-13,  Table  5-1  -  This  Table  is  somewhat  misleading  because  it  implies  7.3%  of 

£22%  ™  Vue  re?on  is  used  for  ***** pwpc,ses- if  ** fee  *»&  ^  « 

included,  7.7%  of  the  entire  region  is  used  for  military  purposes. 

L^t^'Jtf k  S"2  "  ™sJabIe' tQ  be  "n"**  with  Table  5-1,  should  show  the 
entire  area  of  the  region  and  what  percentage  of  airspace  could  be  withdrawn. 

Page  MB,  Section  5.5.2  Effects  of  listing  Land  Withdrawals  and  Airspace 
Ration  -  The  pnnwy  focus  of  the  analysis  in  this  section  is  focused  on  Churchill 
County.  Mineral,  Nye,  Lander,  Eureka  and  Pershing  Counties  are  within  the  existing 
areas'  effected  **  0peratl°nS-  The  subsec1uent  ™]y™  should  be  expanded  to  include  all 

LTnn5;^6'^  S'5'2'10  AirSpa"  Desie™*>"  and  Use  -  Airspace  designation  is 
not  one  of  the  eight  major  categories  listed  in  Section  S.4.  Airspace  designation  and  use 
»  a  future  action  and  the  effects  should  be  analyzed  ,n  the  eight  categVri  I 
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Page  5-26,  Section  5.5.3  Summary  -  The  square  miles  effected  by  overflight  activities 
should  be  followed  by  an  example  that  helps  the  reader  understand  the  magnitude  of 
impacts.  The  23,153  square  miles  should  be  converted  to  a  percentage  of  the  region  or 

state. 

Page  5-32  and  5-33,  Figures  5-4  and  5-5  -  Both  figures  should  show  the  location  of  SR 
95  and  the  Fallon  city  boundary. 

Page  5-36,  Section  5.7.2.2,  5.7.2.3  and  5.7.2.4    Diamond,  Duckwater  and  Sraokey 

MOA  s  -  The  designation  of  airspace  in  these  areas  indicates  jamming  activities  air 
traffic  controlled  airspace  and  low  level  flights.  These  are  not  discussed  adequately  in 
Section  5.7.3.  For  example,  will  jamming  activities  affect  telecommunications  and  does 
this  pose  a  public  safety  issue  to  rural  folks  who  rely  on  cellular  phone  service?  Will  an 
ATCAA  impact  local  airports  and  civilian  air  traffic?  What  restrictions  are  associated 
with  the  Smokey  MOA  and  what  are  the  impacts  of  those  restrictions? 

Page  5-37,  Section  5.73  Potential  Effects  of  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Airspace 
fo^*5ACTTblS  SeC-i0tl  Sh°Uld  ah°  diSCUSS  *"  P°ssibility  of  *M  land  withdrawals 

Page  5-37,  Section  5.73.2  Biological  Resources  -  This  discussion  should  include 
endangered  species  and  migratory  birds. 

Page  5-37,  Section  5.7.3.3  Land  Use  -  This  section  indicates  possible  impacts  on  land 
use  may  occur.  These  impacts  to  land  use  need  to  be  broadly  identified  in  the  DEIS  Are 
height  hmitattons  for  structures,  loss  of  mining  rights  or  restrictions  similar  to  Category  B 
lands  possible  future  impacts?  Will  there  be  restrictions  under  the  other  MOA's? 

P8g^5"^  ^Z  "*?  PuWic  HeaIth  and  Safe*  ~  ™s  section  indicates  moving 
overflights  will  reduce  the  risk  of  people  to  dropped  objects.    While  most  of  Central 

Nevada  is  sparsely  populated,  there  are  towns  and  communities  despite  them  being  left 

off  numerous  maps.   Is  moving  overflights  reducing  risk  or  simply  shifting  the  risk  to 

another  area?  Collectively,  the  people  of  Central  Nevada  are  being  subjected  to  increased 

t^^tZmt°mmiC  imPaCtS'  E™ta«— **»»  Nations  need 

Page  5-39,  Section  5.7.3.10  Airspace  Designation  and  Use  -  The  designation  and  use 
IwT  ls  "  Pos*bIe.future  **»  and  not  one  of  the  eight  major  categories  for 
analysis  described  in  Section  5.4.  The  possible  effects  of  airspace  designation  should  be 
discussed  in  Sections  5.7.3. 1  -  5.7.3.9.  «B""n«i  snoum  oe 

.  ■ 

™  ™2'  SeCM°°  5JJJ  Tran,l"'rti'««»  -  This  section  should  juclude  >  discussion 

SffSSfTi  4  EST?  "^r utEKa"  ^^  *■»"*  to  «™«« 

mgnts,  [section  5.7.3.4  should  note  tax  bases  may  also  be  effected. 
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Page  5-39,  Section  5.8  Regional  Cumulative  Effects  -  The  cumulative  effects  appear 
to  be  analyzed  for  mainly  Churchill  County.  The  region  used  for  analysis  appears  to  be 
too  small  and  should  include  all  effected  areas  such  as  Mineral,  Lander,  Pershing,  Eureka 
Nye  and  White  Pine  Counties. 

Page  5-40,  Section  5.82  Biological  Resources  -  This  section  should  also  note  that  EW 
and  TACT  sites  will  also  reduce  habitat  by  up  to  75  acres  and  determining  the  impacts 
on  biological  resources  is  not  possible  because  the  locations  were  not  delineated.  This 
section  is  weak  and  does  not  adequately  address  cumulative  impacts. 

Page  5-40,  Section  5.8.3  Grazing  -  The  last  sentence  of  this  paragraph  indicates  the 
proposed  action  will  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  to  grazing.  This  may  be 
true  on  a  regional  level,  but  the  impacts  will  probably  be  significant  to  the  individuals 
who  actually  loose  AUM's  to  the  withdrawal. 

Page  5-13,  Section  5.8.10  Airspace  Designation  and  Usc  -  The  designation  of  airspace 
and  use  should  be  analyzed  in  sections  5.8.1  -  5.8.9. 

Page  D-3,  Appendix  D  Summary  of  Hazard  Mitigation  Report  -  The  overall  quality 
of  reproduction  is  poor  making  this  appendix  hard  to  read.  The  original  document,  rather 
man  a  fax,  should  be  copied. 

SSi {JSF  D  Ra"8C  *"**  Upd8tC  ~  ^  °f  *■  figUTeS  m  ***  c°Pied 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  T 
John  Balliette,  Eureka  County  Natural  Resources  Department 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  T.  Letter  T  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  T  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  T 
John  Balliette,  Eureka  County  Natural  Resources  Department 
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Letter  T 
John  Balliette,  Eureka  County  Natural  Resources  Department 
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John  Balliette,  Eureka  County  Natural  Resources  Department 

Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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Letter  U 


ffiurek  QWg  ffigfcfct  ftttottg 


EUREKA  COUNTY  JUSTICE  FACUHY 
l»  Q  BOX  190  -  EUKEKA.  NEVADA  89316 
(702)  237-5315 -FAX  (702)  257-6005 

September  16,  1997 


Via  facsimile  to  (415)  244-3007 
original  via  certified  mail 
Return  Receipt  No.  P  560  822  476 — 


Mr.  Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 

RE:  Proposed  withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  far  Range 

Safety  and  Training,  Naval  Air  Station  gallon.  NV 


Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

Eureka  County  has  received  no  response  from  you  to  a  letter 
(copy  enclosed)  from  John  Balliette,  Contractual  Resource  Manager, 
dated  August  18,  1997,  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  above-referenced  withdrawal.  This  letter 
serves  to  renew  the  request  of  the  Eureka  County  Board  of 
Commissioners  as  set  forth  in  Mr.  Balliette 's  letter,^ and  to  make 
an  express,  separate  request  on  behalf  of  this  office* v; 

The  previous  letter  requested: 

1)  A  60-day  extension  beyond  the  present  deadline  of  October 
10,  1997,  for  comment  on  the  DEIS; 

2)  At  least  one  public  scoping  meeting  in  the  Eureka  area  in 
addition  to  the  meetings  scheduled  in  Reno  and  Fallon; 

3)  That  the  proposed  Diamond,  Duckwater,  and  Smoky  Military 
Operations  Areas  (MOAs)  be  analyzed  in  Chapter  1-4  of  the  Fallon 

NAS  DEIS. 

With  reference  to  those  three  requests,  this  office  would 
elaborate  as  follows: 

EXTENSION  OF  COMKBff?  PERIOD.   Notice  of  extension  of  comment 
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~  lane 


U-2 


period  must  be  *******  ^JS^^^^^F^SZ       U"i 
|rior   to    October    20,    2"'h_*3£SSSd  promptly  if   it  i-  to  be 
request    for   extension  must   be   aoorebw      * 

considered  at  all. 

Fallon  is  1B0  .miles  g  WgW  *g»£  r^4kfrBSidantB  to  travel 
distant;  it  is  u*r*as°n^i!*ns  afscoping  meetings  in  Fallon  or 
so  far  to  express  their  concerns  ac  su  f     y 

Reno . 

Snd  withdraw  airspace  f or  the  Di-Jjf  'theSe  moas  would  be  used  in 
the  -Special  NavaSa  Wort"  *f  ^£f  a$  Sallon  NAS.  Furthermore 
connection  with  Salt  Lake  City  **"-«-  ■"*  additional  training  space   . .  » 
HI  DEIS  indicates  the  Navy  will J^*™^ (Fallon.  If  there  is   U  3 
beyond  what  is  now  under  consideration  for  W >J*\mC)ridi   Duck«ater 
^  r»SBibllitv  (and  obviously,  ■ ***** 3J  that  should  De  addressed 
aSl  ESJlK  designation  i. _ln V*°g*«£f*£  &  withdrawals  and 
in  the  current  KJ.   K  ^J?J£a  SSi,  the  overall  impact  on 
designations  are  done  on  a  pie cemeai  °    'will 
Eureka  County  and  the  rest  or  rurw 
not  be  properly  evaluated. 

By  CDpy  of  this  ^^jptsjss*  sars^s 

delegation  to  take  steps  to  delay  any  Wi^*r      baen  addressed 
Fallon  HAS  until  the  V«*l«*  ^^Vsidents  have  been  afforded 
nrooerlv  by  the  Navy  and  Eureka  county  rescue* 
£ opportunity  to  make  meaningful  comment. 

f 
Sincerely, 

EUREKA  COURT*  DISTRICT  ATTORNEY 
W™iam  E^chaeff^er,  District  Attorney 


Zane  Stanley  Mile) 


af  Deputy; 


cc:   (with  enclosures) 

U.S.  Rep.  Jim  Gibbons       . 
c/o  Claude  Ackerroan,  ElkD  Offic< 
501  Railroad  St.,  Suite  202, 


Fax  NO.   777-7922 
Elko  NV,  B9801 


U.S.  Sen.  Richard  Bryan 

c/o  Tom  Baker,  Carson  City  Office 

600  E.  William  St. , 


Suite  304, 


Fax  No.  833-5590 
Carson  City  NV  &57Q1 
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U.S.  Sen.  Harry  Reid 

c/o  Karen  Denio,  Carson  City  office  Fax  No-  8B3-1980 

600  E.  William  St.,  Suite  302,  Carson  City  NV  B9702 

Board  of  Eureka  County  Commissioners  (4) 

John  Balliette,  Eureka  Natural  Resources  Manager 

William  E.  Schaeffer,  Eureka  District  Attorney 

enc:  Aug.  IB,  1997,  letter,  Ballietre  to  Dennis 
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Letter  U 
William  E.  Schaeffer,  Eureka  County  District  Attorney 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  U.  Letter  U  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  U  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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Letter  V 

EUREKA  COUNTY 
PUBLIC  LAND  ADVISORY  COMMISSION 

PO  BOX  682 
FAX:  (702)287.6012  EUREKA,  NV  B9316 

October  9, 1997  HUMOwpmwaw, 


Sam  Dennis 

Environmental  Planning  Branch 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam: 


The  Eureka  County  Public  Land  Advisory  Commission  has  reviewed  and  concurs  with 
comment  submitted  to  you  by  the  Eureka  County  Board  of  CommSnTL^ 
Eureka  County  Department  of  Natural  Resources  concerning  the  DEIS  for  NAS  Fallon 

EAiisr  subraitted  by  the  D™  **^2E 

property  owners  subject  to  Congressional  authorization  and  ap^pSon  »  ^fS 
should  clearly  state  that  property  owners  will  be  justly  compensated  if  takings  occur 

tten  seek  autbonzauon  to  have  BLM  manage  those  lands.  We  constantly  deal  with  the 
BLM  on  vanous  land  management  issues  and  a  common  theme  exprJSd by  BLM  fo £ 
»  they  d0  not  ^  ^  manpower5  ^  Qr  mana^  their  lands    wt 

te  wHl  ET^  ?, to  hSVC  BLM  PrOVide  dement  SSKtStaS 
that  w,ll  lessen  mejr  ability  to  manage  lands  still  under  their  jurisdiction.  WeiLS Z 
Navy  should  not  withdraw  lands  they  do  not  want  to  manage  gg 

ri  S  SS°  ?*  COncerned  with  **  foreseeable  MOA  expansion  that  covers  much  of 

«j£Z  ??  !*7v°T1?  *  wte  ^P6215  to  te  a  Piecemeal  approach  to  NEPA 

-         k  «»«  KtKISEK  w"h°u'  ^ ta-«  to  *» 
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Although  we  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
hearings  were  held  in  Eureka,  We  are  also 
Attftutt  in  Eureka  County  and  request  the  comment  period  be  extended 


hearings  were  held  in  Ba^'lU.'ZL'' T  ^0inment>  we  m  ^couraged  that  no  public 
di«rii..  J  Z* S?™*   We  »  ^  ^couraged  with  the  low  number  of  DElS's 


V-5 


Sincerely, 


GLjl 


.TB/Ih 


Jim  Baumann 
Chairman 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  V 
Jim  Baumann,  Eureka  County  Public  Land  Use  Advisory  Commission 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  V.  Letter  V  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  V  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

V-l  6a 

V-2  5e 

V-3  12b 

V-4  2e 

V-5  2c 


FElSfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon, 


NV 
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Letter  W 


Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe 

P.O.  Bo*  220  •  Schur/,.  Nevada  89427 

Phone:  (702;  773-2306 

FAX:  (702)  773-2583 


November  26,  1997 


Sam  Dennis 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066-0720 


Re:      Comments  of  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe  regarding  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement,  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes,  Naval  Air 
Station  Fallon,  Nevada 

Dear  Mr,  Dennis: 

The  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe  ("Tribe")  submitB  the  following  comments  regarding  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training 
Purposes,  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada  (June,  1997)  ("DEIS").  The  Tribe's  comments 
incorporate  by  reference  the  comments  submitted  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  aafi 
Letter  from  JeffPhilliber  to  Sam  Dennis  (Oct.  10,  1997),  and  the  Tribe  provides  herein  additional 
comments  in  four  areas:  1)  the  United  States'  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe;  2)  intended 
withdrawal  of  public  lands  that  contain  ordnance  from  public  access;  3)  noise  issues;  and  4)  the 
environmental  baseline  required  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  42  U.S.C.  §§  4321- 
4370a  ("NEPA"). 

I,  BACKGROUND 

The  Tribe  is  a  federally-recognized  Indian  Tribe  organized  under  the  Indian 
Reorganization  Act  of  June  19.  1934  (codified  as  amended  at  25  U.S.C.  §§  461,  462,  463, 
464,  465,  466-470.  471,  472,  473,  474,  475,  476-478,  479)  ("IRA"),  The  Walker  River  Indian 
Reservation  ("Reservation")  was  created  by  action  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  November 
29,  1859.  United  States  v.  Walker ttiver  Tn^on  Dist    104  F.2d  334,  33S  (9th  Cir.  1939).  The 
Reservation  was  formally  confirmed  by  the  Executive  Order  of  March  1 9, 1 874.  Sas  United 
States  V,  Southern  PftQ,  TrwlS,  CP„  543  F.2d  676,  681  (9th  Cir,  1976);  Walker  Riv&r  Irrigation 
QisL,  104  F.2d  at  338   As  initially  created,  the  Reservation  contained  approximately  320,000 
acres,  The  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  49  Stat.  1806-07,  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
restore  certain  lands,  that  the  Tribe  had  previously  ceded  to  the  United  States,  as  an  addition  to 
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Sam  Dennis 
November  26,  1997 
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the  Reservation.  In  accordance  with  that  legislation,  by  Secretarial  Order  dated  September  25 
1 936,  the  Secretary  restored  to  the  Reservation  167,460  acres  which  had  previously  been 
relinquished  under  a  1906  agreement. 

The  Reservation  today  overlaps  the  counties  of  Churchill,  Mineral  and  Lyon.  It  lies 
directly  south  of  the  Navy's  existing  training  range  B-19.  "The  entire  reservation  is  located  in  the 
Walker  River  subbasin,"  Northern  Paiute  Nation  v  United  States,  8  CI.  Ct.  470, 472  (1985).  The 
Reservation  encompasses  more  than  300,000  acres.  Pursuant  to  the  Tribal  Constitution,  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  1 937,  the  Tribe's  jurisdiction  includes  all  of  the  territory 
encompassed  by  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Reservation.  Walker  Rjver  Paiute  Tribe  Const 
an.  I;  Walker  Rjver  Paiute  Tribe  Const,  art.  VI, 

The  Navy  has  used  lands  north  of  the  Reservation  for  an  air  testing  and  training  range  since 
1953.  DEISatl-JO   The  Navy  uses  Range  B-19, 

For  strafing,  laser  ranging  and  targeting,  close  air  support,  mortar, 
small  arms,  artillery  spotting,  and  inert  and  live  air-to-ground 
ordnance  delivery  using  bombs  and  rockets.  The  range  also  has 
facilities  to  support  simulated  surface-to-air  missile  firing. 
Electronic  bulls-eye  scoring  is  available  with  the  WISS.  A  strafing 
banner,  a  conventional  bull's-eye,  a  high  explosive  impact  area,  and 
three  spotting  towers  are  contained  within  B-19.  The  run-in  lines 
for  the  range  run  west  to  east  for  most  operations  and  occasionally 
run  from  east  to  west.  Live  ordnance,  up  to  1,000  pounds,  is 
dropped  on  the  high  explosive  impact  target  area.  The  southern 
border  of  the  range  is  adjacent  to  the  Walker  River  Indian 
Reservation. 

2xL 

n.  THE  DEIS  DOES  NOT  PRnvrnr 

FOR  PROTECTION  QF 

TRIBAl  TRUST  RESOURCES 

A.        THE  NAVY  HAS  NOT  TAKEN  STEPS  TO  PROTECT  TRIBAL  TRUST 
RESOURCES. 

The  United  States  owes  a  solemn  trust  responsibility  to  Indian  tribes,  All  agencies  and 
representatives  of  the  federal  government  must  uphold  this  duty.  The  Navy's  "actions  must  not 
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merely  meet  the  minimal  requirements  of  administrative  law,  but  must  also  pass  scrutiny  under  the 
more  stringent  standards  demanded  of  a  fiduciary."  Jicarilla  Apache  Tribe  v.  Suprnn  Energy 
Corp.,  728  F.2d  3555, 1563  (10th  Cir.  1984)  (Seymour,  J.  concurring  in  part,  dissenting  in  part), 
flfiU.  illCKt  ICSY^inuaa.  782  F,2d  855  (10th  Cir.),  modified,  793  F.2d  1171  (10th  Cir.) 
(adopting  £Q  banc  former  concurring/dissenting  opinion  by  J.  Seymour),  cerf.  denied,  sub  nom. 

Southern  union  Co.  v  Jicarilla  Apache  .Tribe,  479  u.s.  978  (1986).  Furthermore, 

[w]hen  the  Secretary  is  acting  in  his  fiduciary  role  rather  than  soleiy 
as  a  regulatory  and  is  faced  with  a  decision  for  which  there  is  more 
than  one  "reasonable"  choice  as  that  term  is  used  in  administrative 
law,  he  must  choose  the  alternative  that  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
Indian  tribe.  In  short,  he  cannot  escape  his  role  as  trustee  by 
donning  the  mantle  of  administrator .... 

ill  at  1567.  The  same  responsibility  to  uphold  the  United  States'  trust  responsibility  to  Indian 
tribes  applies  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  "as  a  representative 

of  the  federal  government .  ,  . ."  Id^at  1563. 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  Navy  consulted  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ("BLM"), 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  the  Department  of  Energy  in  formulating  the  Navy's 
environmental  analysis  of  the  proposed  action.  DEIS  at  1-1.  The  Navy  also  consulted  with  the 
B1A  regarding  development  of  project  alternatives.  DEIS  at  2-3,  However,  it  is  not  clear  whether 
the  Navy  consulted  with  the  BIA  regarding  the  proposed  action  itself  If  the  Navy  did  not  consult 
with  the  BIA  regarding  the  proposed  action,  it  violated  NBPA:  "the  responsible  Federal  official 
shall  consult  with  and  obtain  the  comments  of  any  Federal  agency  which  has  jurisdiction  by  law  ot 
special  expertise  with  respect  to  any  environmental  impact  involved."  42  US.C.  §  4332(C). 

The  Navy  admits  that  the  proposed  withdrawal  of  public  lands  under  the  ureferred 
alternative  will  include  "42,000  . . .  acres  [of  Reservation  land] . . .  within  the  socioeconomic 
region  of  influence  "  DEIS  at  3-42.  However,  nothing  in  the  DEIS  indicates  that  the  Navy 
considered  protecting  Reservation  lands  from  degradation  in  its  land  withdrawal  proposal,  even 
though  it  admits  that  the  proposed  withdrawal  will  affect  tribal  trust  resources.  Because  there  is 
nothing  in  the  DEIS  to  indicate  that  the  Navy  has  taken  steps  to  ensure  the  protection  of  those 
tribal  trust  resources,  it  has  breached  the  United  States'  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe. 

Nothing  in  the  DEIS  states  whether  the  Navy  consulted  with  the  BIA  regarding  the 
proposed  action.  Moreover,  despite  the  fact  that  Range  B-l  9  is  adjacent  to  the  northern  boundary 
of  the  Reservation,  the  Navy  did  not  consult  with  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribal  Council 
regarding  its  plans  to  withdraw  B-l 9  for  testing  and  training  operations.  While  the  Navy  held 
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several  public  meetings,  DEIS  at  1-26,  it  never  held  a  public  meeting  on  the  Reservation  to  allow 
tribal  members  and  Reservation  residents  an  opportunity  to  voice  their  concerns  relative  to  Range 
B-l  9  testing  and  training  operations. 

One  of  the  purposes  of  the  land  withdrawals  is  to  "[provide  safety  buffer  zones  around  the 
training  ranges,  including  Navy  control  of  lands  containing  off-range  ordnance"  DEIS  at  1  -1 1 . 
Figure  1  -6  shows  that  the  Range  Safety  Zone  A  for  Range  B-l 9  extends  onto  Reservation  lands. 
This  is  a  zone  "of  maximum  concern,"  However,  the  Navy  cannot  extend  its  activities  onto 
Reservation  land  without  congressional  and  tribal  consent,  which  it  has  not  obtained.  The  Navy's 
proposed  withdrawal  of  Range  B-l  9  for  the  uses  described  in  the  DEIS  is  contrary  to  law,  and 
violates  the  United  States'  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe  to  protect  tribal  trust  resources  - 
Reservation  lands  ~  from  degradation  and  interference, 

In  light  of  the  Navy's  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe,  it  is  an  outrage  that  the  Navy  allowB 
both  live  and  inert  ordnance  to  fall  on  Reservation  lands.  The  Navy  would  never  drop  ordnance 
on  private,  non-Indian  lands  without  being  subject  to  severe  consequences,  a££  Eyherftbide  v, 
United  States.  345  p  2d  565  (Ct.  Cls.  1965),  yet  the  Navy  owes  no  trust  responsiblity  with  respect 
to  such  private  non-Indian  lands.  The  proposed  withdrawal  clearly  affects  tribal  trust  resources 
since  the  impacts  of  Navy  testing  and  training  operations  reach  Reservation  lands,  but  the  DEIS 
fails  to  provide  steps  for  protecting  tribal  trust  resources  consistent  with  the  Navy'srresponsibility 
to  carry  out  the  United  States'  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe.  The  apparent  lack  of  consultation 
with  the  BIA  and  the  Tribe  regarding  the  proposed  withdrawal  contributes  to  the  Navy's  breach  of 
its  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe.  As  a  result,  the  DEIS  violates  federal  law  and  the  proposed 
withdrawal  threatens  to  breach  the  United  States'  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe, 

B,        RESTRICTION  OF  PUBLIC  ACCESS  TO  LANDS  CONTAINING  FALLEN 
ORDNANCE  CONSTITUTES  A  FAILURE  OF  THE  NAVY  TO  ACCEPT  ITS 
RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THE  EXISTENCE  OF  SUCH  ORDNANCE  ON  SAID 
LANDS;  THE  NAVY  SHOULD  INSTEAD  CLEAN  UP  ANY  FALLEN 
ORDNANCE. 

The  Navy  has  been  conducting  tests  and  training  exercises  at  its  Fallon  facility  since  1953. 
DEIS  at  1  -10.  During  that  period,  it  has  dropped  or  allowed  to  be  dropped  substantial  ordnance 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  Reservation,  and  rendering  the  northern  portion  of  the  Reservation 
unusable  by  the  Tribe  and  its  members.  DEIS  at  3-62  ("From  time  to  time,  military  ordnance 
inadvertently  has  fallen  outside  the  boundaries  of  these  ranges   .on  the  Walker  River  Indian 
Reservation."),  5-25  ("Ordnance  intended  to  be  dropped  on  ...  B-l 9  has  fallen  on  ...  the  Walker 
River  Indian  Reservation  adjacent  to  the[]  training  ranger]").  The  Navy  admits  that  fallen 
ordnance  may  be  live.  DEIS  at  1-8  ("Live  ordnance  training  . .  .  provides  the  most  realistic 
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conditions . . .  Inert  ordnance  does  not  provide  the  full  spectrum  of  these  benefits ."). 

Figure  1  -3  is  inaccurate.  If  training  and  test  flights  result  in  ordnance  dropped  to  the  north 
and  east  of  Range  B-19,  DEIS  at  2-26,  then  necessarily  such  activities  must  also  result  in  ordnance 
dropped  south  of  Range  B-19,  that  is  on  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.  In  other  words,  if 
pilot  trainees  cannot  always  aim  their  fire  within  Range  B-19  and  sometimes  drop  ordnance  to  the 
north  and  east  of  the  range,  then  they  must  also  drop  ordnance  to  the  south.  The  Navy 
acknowledges  that  it  drops  ordnance  on  the  Reservation,  Sfi§  DEIS  at  3-62.  And  "[a]reas 
presenting  the  greatest  risk  of  unexploded  buried  ordnance  are  those  near  B-19..."  DEIS  at  5- 
25.  Accordingly,  the  safety  footprint  for  Range  B-19  should  extend  further  south.  Figure  1-6  in 
fact  shows  the  range  safety  zone  for  Range  B-l  9  as  extending  onto  the  Reservation.  However, 
because  the  safety  footprint  and  range  safety  zone  for  Range  B-19  cannot  include  Reservation 
lands,  the  Navy  should  move  Range  B-19  further  north  to  provide  the  requisite  safety  zone 
without  breaching  iis  trust  responsibility  to  protect  Reservation  lands  from  degradation  and 
preventing  the  Tribe  from  using  the  lands  it  is  entitled  to  use. 

Figure  1-5  is  also  inaccurate.  It  shows  off-range  ordnance  existing  only  to  the  east  of 
Range  B-19.  However,  off-range  ordnance  is  present  on  the  northern  portion  of  the  Reservation, 
directly  south  of  Range  B-19,  Compare  DEIS  at  1-22  ("Off-range  ordnance  sweeps  conducted  in 
1989  and  1990  found  surface  ordnance  on  lands  adjacent  to  the  ...  B-19  training  rangef]   .    ."), 
with  DEIS  at  3-62  ("military  ordnance  inadvertently  has  fallen  . , .  on  the  Walker  River  Indian 
Reservation").  The  Navy  should  revise  Figure  1-5  to  show  that  off-range  ordnance  exists  on 
Reservation  lands. 

Because  the  Navy  is  bound  to  protect  the  Tribe's  trust  resources,  it  is  bound  to  assume 
responsibility  for  removing  the  ordnance  from  the  northern  portion  of  the  Reservation  so  that  the 
Tribe  and  its  members  may  use  those  lands  The  Navy  claims  to  have  consulted  with  the  Tribe 
regarding  ordnance  on  Reservation  lands,  DEIS  at  3-63,  however  any  such  consultation  has  not 
resolved  the  ordnance  clean-up  problem.  The  Navy  expressly  states  that  it  signed  a  memorandum 
of  agreement  with  BLM  and  the  Nevada  Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural  Resources 
"requiring  the  Navy  to  conduct  annual  reconnaissance  sweeps  around  the  training  ranges  for  off- 
range  ordnance.  The  memorandum  of  agreement,  updated  in  1995,  provides  a  process  for  the 
retrieval,  transport,  and  disposal  of  off- range  ordnance."  DEIS  at  1-23  (citation  omitted).  Sss 
also,  DEIS  at  3-66  (describing  clean  up  activities  under  memorandum  of  agreement  with  BLM  and 
the  state).  The  Navy  also  states  that  beginning  in  1989,  it  began  efforts  to  remove  off-range 
ordnance  pursuant  to  the  memorandum  of  agreement,  DEIS  at  2-25,  but  the  DEIS  does  not 
indicate  whether  the  Navy  took  steps  to  remove  off-range  ordnance  from  Reservation  lands,  or 
that  it  consulted  with  the  Tribe  regarding  the  issue 
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Thus,  even  though  it  admits  that  its  activities  adversely  affect  Reservation  lands  by 
dropping  ordnance  there,  the  Navy  did  not  seek  such  a  memorandum  of  agreement  with  the  Tribe, 
nor  include  the  Tribe  among  the  signatories  to  the  memorandum  of  agreement  with  BLM  and  the 
state.  Omitting  the  Tribe  from  this  process  hardly  constitutes  "consultation"  regarding  ordnance 
on  the  Reservation,  Omitting  Reservation  lands  from  Navy  ordnance  clean  up  efforts  exacerbates 
the  Navy' s  breach  of  its  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe.   Indeed,  the  Navy  cannot  withdraw 
Reservation  lands  from  tribal  use,  nor  can  it  "post  signs  and/or  fence  these  areas,"  DEIS  at  5-25, 
and  such  a  measure  is  insufficient  to  uphold  its  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe.  The  Navy  should 
initiate  consultations  with  the  Tribe  regarding  a  memorandum  of  agreement  regarding  clean  up 
activities  on  the  Reservation,  and  should  include  the  Tribe  in  all  aspects  of  developing  a  "resource 
management  plan "  DEIS  at  2-26. 

The  Navy's  proposed  plan  to  simply  close  lands  littered  with  ordnance  from  access  is 
untenable,  and  could  very  well  be  considered  an  unconstitutional  taking  with  respect  to 
Reservation  lands.  Seb  DEIS  at  3-62  (proposing  withdrawal  of  lands  in  Range  B-19  "to  protect 
the  public  from  exposure  to  off-range  ordnance  (Figure  1-5).").  The  fact  that  the  Navy's  actions 
presently  prevent  the  Tribe  from  using  the  northern  portion  of  the  Reservation  is  also  likely  an 
uncompensated  taking,  contrary  to  the  Fifth  Amendment  of  the  Constitution,  and  without 
congressional  authorization  as  required  by  25  U.S.C.  §  177. 

More  importantly,  the  mitigation  plan  in  Chapter  4  of  the  DEIS  should  provide  for  cleaning 
up  ordnance  on  the  Reservation.  Only  by  removing  the  ordnance  from  Reservation  lands  will  the 
Navy  comply  with  its  trust  responsibility  to  the  Tribe  by  restoring  those  lands  to  a  condition  in 
which  the  Tribe  will  be  able  to  access  and  use  them.  Withdrawal  of  Reservation  lands  is  illegal  as 
Congress  has  not  permitted  the  Navy  to  withdraw  such  lands,  and  failure  to  provide  for  their 
cleanup  in  the  mitigation  plan  results  in  a  deficient  DEIS.  £g§  40  C.F.R.  §§  1 502. 1 4(f), 
1502, 16(h),  Indeed,  the  Navy's  dropping  of  ordnance,  some  of  which  is  live,  impedes  the  Tribe's 
ability  to  use  the  northern  portion  of  its  Reservation  for  grazing,  prospecting  and  other  purposes  in 
contravention  of  the  President's  purpose  in  setting  the  Reservation  lands  aside  for  the  Tribe's « 
not  the  Navy's  -  use.  vyajker  River  Irriifttjon  pist..  104  F.2d  at  335  (citing  Executive  Order  of 
Nov.  29, 1 859).  fies  aba.  DEIS  Figure  3-8  (showing  mining  areas  on  the  Reservation). 

C.        THE  NAVY  HAS  NOT  TAKEN  SUFFICIENT  STEPS  TO  MITIGATE 
INCREASED  NOISE  IMPACTS  ON  THE  RESERVATION. 

"The  region  of  influence  for  noise  issues  in  this  DEIS  is  Churchill  County,  specifically  the 
portions  of  the  county  surrounding  the  NAS  Fallon  training  ranges,"  DEIS  at  3-19,  The  Navy 
admits  that  "data  indicate  that  areas  outside  the  withdrawn  ranges  are  experiencing  noise  from 
training  activities"  DEIS  at  3-20  (citation  omitted).  The  Reservation  community  already 
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experiences  noise  interference  from  Navy  training  and  testing  operations.  The  Tribe  disagrees  that 
"the  number  of  sensitive  receptors  in  these  areas  is  insignificant,  and  effects  are  therefore  relatively 
insignificant."  DEIS  at  5-24  (citation  omitted).  By  withdrawing  Range  B-19  for  additional  testing 
and  training,  the  Reservation  community  will  experience  increased  noise  from  overhead  flights. 
"[T]he  delivery  of  explosive  ordnance  on  B-19  produces  a  65  dB  contour  5.7  miles  from  the 
impact  area."  DEIS  at  3-20. 

The  accepted  maximum  noise  levels  far  different  types  of  land  uses  are  set  forth  in  Table  3- 
3,  "Land  Use  Compatibility  with  Noise  Levels."  The  Reservation  includes  the  following  land  usee: 
residential;  school  classrooms,  libraries,  playgrounds,  parks,  livestock  farming,  animal  breeding, 
non-livestock  agriculture,  mining,  fishing,  and  rights  of  way.  According  to  Table  3-3,  the  noise 
interference  generated  by  the  Navy's  training  and  testing  operations  cannot  exceed  the  maximum 
levels  set  forth  in  that  table  (60  dB  to  80  dB).  Yet,  ordnance  delivery  in  Range  B-19  produces 
noise  at  65  dB,  and  Navy  helicopter  operations,  for  example  helicopter  flights,  "make  speech 
communication  difficult  and  speech  communication  is  almost  impossible  at  noise  levels  over 
85dBA  "  DEIS  at  3-21 ,  Helicopter  noise  may  reach  these  interruptive  levels.  IsL 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  noise  levels  are  admittedly  higher  than  land  use  compatibility 
allows,  the  DEIS  does  not  examine  noise  increases  on  Range  B-19,  but  instead  focuses  only  upon 
complaints  received  from  the  community  of  Fallon,  near  Range  B-16  where  the  Navy  intends  take 
steps  to  reduce  the  noise  impacts  from  its  training  and  testing  operations.  See  DEIS  at  3-20  to  3- 
21 .  Nor  does  the  Navy  present  any  method  for  mitigating  noise  resulting  from  training  and  testing 
operations  on  Range  B-19,  where  such  noise  does  and  will  continue  to  affect  the  Reservation 
community,  E^  DEIS  at  4-17  to  4-18. 

Finally,  the  Navy  made  an  effort  to  comport  with  local  county  noise  ordinances,  but  made 
no  effort  to  consult  with  the  Tribe  to  ascertain  whether  Navy  activities  in  Range  B* 1 9  will  comply 
with  or  violate  tribal  noise  or  other  environmental  ordinances,  This  failure  to  consult  with  the 
Tribe  and  consider  the  laws  applicable  within  Reservation  boundaries  permeates  the  DEIS  and 
constitutes  further  breach  of  the  Navy's  trust  responsibility  to  protect  tribal  trust  resources  from 
degradation. 

D.        THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  BASELINE  IS  DEFICIENT. 

The  environmental  baseline  analysis  in  Chapter  5  of  the  DEIS  is  deficient  because  it  does 
not  include  tribal  activities.  It  mentions  the  town  of  Schurz,  on  the  Walker  River  Indian 
Reservation,  in  connection  with  discussion  of  the  population  of  Mineral  County,  but  omits 
discussion  of  potential  tribal  activities  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  Reservation  which  the  Tribe 
cannot  utilize  at  this  time  due  to  Navy  activities.  The  Tribe  could  conduct  grazing,  mining  and 
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other  activities,  NEPA  requires  the  Navy  to  "identify  and  develop  methods  and  procedures . . . 
which  will  insure  that  presently  unqualified  environmental  amenities  and  values  may  be  given 
appropriate  consideration  in  decisionmaking  along  with  economic  and  technical  considerations . . . 
"  42  U,S,C,  §  4332(B).  Thus,  merely  because  the  Tribe  cannot  be  active  on  the  northern  portion 
of  the  Reservation  does  not  mean  that  such  potential  activities  should  not  be  included  in  the 
environmental  baseline. 

The  cultural  resource  assessment  included  in  the  environmental  baseline  also  appears  to  be 
deficient.  The  Tribe  has  cultural  affiliation  with  an  area  much  larger  than  the  present-day 
Reservation,  Edward  C.  Johnson,  Walker  River  Parties,  A  Tribal  History  8  (1975),  and 
therefore  may  have  cultural  ties  to  artifacts  and  sites  outside  the  Reservation  and  Range  B-19, 
The  Navy  states  that  "[o]nly  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  region,  however,  has  been  surveyed  for 
cultural  resources.  Areas  of  traditional  Native  American  use  are  even  less  well-defined."  DEIS  at 
5-1 1  (citation  omitted).  Ssfi  alsa  DEIS  at  5-23  to  5-24,  That  cultural  resources  are  not  surveyed 
or  well-defined  does  not  relieve  the  Navy  of  its  trust  responsibility  to  conduct  such  surveys, 
Cultural  resources  and  artifacts  existing  outside  Reservation  boundaries  are  nevertheless  resources 
which  the  Navy  is  bound  to  protect.  To  the  extent  that  existing  surveys  are  deficient,  the  Navy 
should  take  steps  to  conduct  its  own  surveys.  It  should  also  adhere  to  its  intent  to  consult  with 
Native  Americans  and  the  BIA  during  the  scoping  process  See  DEIS  at  4-21 . 

E.        OTHER  INACCURACIES. 

The  DEIS  indicates  that  the  city  of  Fallon  is  the  "community  nearest  to  the  proposed  land 
withdrawal  area  . ,  ,  ."  DEIS  at  3-40,  This  statement  is  inaccurate;  the  community  nearest  to  the 
proposed  withdrawal  of  the  lands  in  Range  B-19  is  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation,  &es 
Figure  1*1. 

Figures  5-2  and  5-3  are  inaccurate.  They  show  that  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation 
to  be  much  smaller  than  it  is,  The  Reservation  extends  from  its  northern  boundary  directly  south, 
east  and  west  of  Range  B-19  down  the  length  of  the  Walker  River  to  Walker  take.  The  Navy 
should  revise  Figures  5-2  and  5-3  to  accurately  depict  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation. 

The  DEIS  refers  throughout  to  the  "Walker  River  Indian  Reservation"  as  if  it  were  the 
Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe.  Sjss,  ejfc,  DEIS  at  4-25.  References  should  be  to  the  Walker  River 
Paiute  Tribe  when  referring  to  the  governing  body  that  operates  within  the  land  base  known  as  the 
Walker  River  Indian  Reservation. 
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The  Navy  admits  that  the  Tribe  is  the  government  with  jurisdiction  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.  DEIS  at  3-30  ("Lands  immediately  south  of 
B-1 9  are  managed  by  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation.")-  However,  the  Navy  consistently  has 
excluded  the  Tribe  from  its  consultation  activities  regarding  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  in 
violation  of  42  U.S.C.  §  4332(C),  and  has  failed  to  take  steps  to  protect  the  Reservation  from  the 
adverse  impacts  associated  with  Navy  training  and  testing. 

The  Navy  concludes  that: 

Impacts  to  members  of  the  Walker  River  Indian  Reservation  and  the 
Paiute-Shoshone  Tribe  of  the  Fallon  Reservation  and  Colony  were 
examined;,  given  the  proximity  of  these  lands  to  the  project  area. 
The  land  withdrawal  would  not  disproportionately  affect  these 
groups  under  [Alternative  I]  because  the  withdrawal  does  not 
involve  Native  American  land  and  because  Navy  operations  near  the 
lands  would  not  increase.  In  addition.  Native  American  populations 
do  not  use  the  proposed  withdrawal  lands  for  grazing,  mining,  or 
recreation  in  a  higher  proportion  than  other  segments  of  the 
population.  The  withdrawal  would  affect  equally  all  members  of  the 
region  of  influence  because  any  land  management  restrictions  would 
be  applied  equally  to  all  racial  and  income  groups. 

DEIS  at  4-2S  to  4-26.  This  statement  misrepresents  the  impacts  of  the  Navy's  proposed  land 
withdrawal.  Mis-aimed  ordnance  has  and  will  continue  to  fall  on  Reservation  lands,  Noise  from 
Navy  training  and  testing  activities  in  Range  B-1 9  does  and  will  continue  to  adversely  afreet  the 
Reservation  community.  In  sum,  the  Tribe  cannot  use  a  portion  of  its  Reservation  lands  due 
entirely  to  Navy  activities  and  it  is  therefore  inaccurate  to  state  that  the  proposed  withdrawal  will 
not  have  any  socioeconomic  impacts  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  Tribe  cannot  use  the  northern 
portion  of  the  Reservation  for  income-generating,  or  any  other,  activities, 

More  importantly,  the  fact  that  the  Navy's  activities  on  the  withdrawn  lands  will  "affect 
equally  all  members  of  the  region  of  influence"  does  not  relieve  the  Navy  of  its  special 
responsibility  to  protect  tribal  trust  resources  from  harm,  especially  harm  resulting  from  Navy 
activities.  The  Navy  has  an  express  trust  responsibility  —  one  that  does  not  extend  to  non-Indians 
in  the  region  -  to  take  steps  actively  to  ensure  the  protection  of  tribal  trust  resources 

In  the  end,  the  DEIS  is  deficient  and  the  Navy  should  revise  it  in  accordance  with  these 
commentB  and  those  submitted  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Letter  from  Jeff  Philliber 
to  Sam  Dennis  (Oct,  10,  1997). 
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Sincerely, 
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Jonathan  Hicks 
Chairman 

cc:       Tad  Williams 
JeffPhilliber 

bcc;     Tod  Smith 
Alice  Walker 


Response  10  Comments 


Letter  W 
Jonathan  Hicks,  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  W.  Letter  W  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  W  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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Came  Dana,  Director 

Western  Shoshone  Defense  Project 

Crescent  Valley,  Nevada 

August  27, 1997 

Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  Wesi 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis, 

Alto  receiving  the  "Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes,  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon, 
Nevada  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  I  must  ask  you  to  both  extend  the  public  comment  period  on  the 
document  and  bold  additional  public  comment  meetings. 

The  Western  Shoshone  Defense  Project  is  a  non-profit  organization  dedicated  to  affirming  Western  Shoshone  rights 
and  responsibilities  to  our  homeland,  Newe  Sogobia.  We  are  dedicated  to  protecting  the  health  of  our  lands,  waters  and 
air  for  the  future  generations.  Even  though  we  have  written  several  letters  to  me  Navy  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  regarding  other  Navy  activities  and  have  met  wi(h  the  Navy  to  present  Western  Shoshone  concerns 
regarding  the  proposed  comrnimication  sites,  we  were  not  on  the  list  of  "Native  American  Groups"  or  "Organisations" 
to  receive  this  document,  nor  were  we  consulted  with  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  As  a 
result  of  three  telephone  calls,  we  finally  received  a  copy  of  the  DEIS  on  August  24*.  Under  the  October  10  deadline 
we  will  only  be  allowed  a  little  over  one  month  to  read  and  analyze  the  document.  For  this  reason,  we  ask  the  comment 
period  be  extended. 

After  briefly  looking  through  the  document,  we  have  noticed  several  concerns  that  impact  Western  Shoshone  lands  and 
citizens.  The  DEIS  mentions  the  "reasonably  foreseeable"  airspace  expansion  into  the  Diamond,  Duckwater  and 
Smokey  Military  Operations  Areas.  These  MOAs  are  within  the  Western  Shoshone  Nation  and  include  two 
communities,  Yomba  and  Duckwater,  We  request  an  extension  of  the  public  comment  period  so  we  can  fully  analyze 
the  implications  of  these  "foreseeable"  expansions.  ■ 

Additionally,  we  request  that  public  comment  Hustings  be  held  in  the  towns  of  Eureka  and  Austin,  as  weU  as  Reno  and 
Fallon.  The  latter  two  locations  are  approximately  three  hour  drives  from  the  communities  in  central  Nevada  that  will 
be  impacted  by  the  DEIS.  If  the  public  meetings  are  sincerely  intended  to  solicit  the  publics'  comments,  the  meetings 
should  be  held  in  reasonable  locations.   Since  no  Native  Americans  were  consulted  in  the  planning  process  of  this 
DEIS,  it  would  seem  even  more  imperative  that  an  effort,  however  tardy,  be  made  to  include  me  Western  Shoshone 
communities  in  the  NEPA  process.  Again,  I  strongly  urge  you  to  hold  additional  meetings  in  Eureka  and  Austin.  Thank 
you. 
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Came  Dann,  citizen  of  the  Western  Shoshone  Nation 

Director,  Western  Shoshone  Defense  Project 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  X 
Carrie  Barm,  Western  Shoshone  Defense  Fund 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  X.  Letter  X  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  X  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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8  October,  1997 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Regarding:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range 
Safety  and  Training  Purposes  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 

Dear  Sir.  or  Ms., 

The  following  are  the  comments  of  the  Rural  Alliance  for  Military  Accountability 
(RAMA)  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for 
Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 

For  nearly  a  decade  RAMA  has  monitored  the  Navy's  plan  to  withdraw  public  lands  in 
central  Nevada  for  military  use.  Generally  RAMA  supports  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands 
which  are  contaminated  with  live  ordnance.  We  believe  the  withdrawal  of  these  lands 
will  protect  human  health  and  safety.  RAMA  does  not  support  the  withdrawal  of  any 
additional  lands  in  central  Nevada.  Specifically,  the  withdrawal  of  33>400  acres  for  the 
Bravo  17  range  and  12^00  acres  for  the  Bravo  19  range  are  clearly  warranted  and  should  be 
enacted  by  Congress. 

RAMA  does  not  support  the  withdrawal  of  any  additional  lands  surrounding  the  Bravo  16 
bombing  range.  Bravo  16  is  located  between  the  City  of  Fallon  and  the  Lahontan  Reservoir. 
RAMA's  opposition  to  the  continued  use  of  the  range  is  based  on  the  fact  that  low-level, 
high-speed  jet  overflights  conducted  at  Bravo  16  represent  a  continued  health  and  safety 
threat  to  hundreds  of  residents  in  Churchill  County, 

Unlike  other  military  bombing  ranges  in  Nevada,  Bravo  16  is  unique  because  the  restricted 
airspace  that  overlies  the  range  also  overlies  residential  private  property.  As  a 
consequence,  low-leveL  high-  speed  jet  overflights  directly  impact  residential  and 
commercial  areas  in  Churchill  County,. creating  an  ongoing  health  and  safety  threat  for 
local  residents.  It  is  vital  to  understand  that  nowhere  else  in  Nevada  is  there  a  military 
bombing  range  that,  because  of  its  location  and  associated  restricted  airspace,  directly 
impacts  private  property  rights.  More,  importantly,  the  continue  use  of  the  range  can  only 
results  in  the  degradation  of  the  quality  of  life  for  hundreds  of  Nevadans  and  residents  of 
the  Walker  River  Paiute  Reservation. 
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In  reviewing  the  document  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon  Range  B-16  Range  AICUZ  Update, 
February  1977 1  am  disheartened  to  say  that  it  is  clear  the  Navy  has  not  learned  from  then- 
past  mistakes  discovered  during  "Operation  Ugly  Baby"  as  they  are  again  planning  to 
allow  the  bombing  of  BLM  administered  public  lands.    Please  refer  to  figure  4  in  the 
attached  RAICUZ  report  and  the  discussion  found  on  page  4-5.  A  review 
of  these  sections  clearly  documents  that  BLM  administered  public  lands  will  be 
contaminated  with  off  range  ordnance.  RAMA  believes  that  the  "armed"  jet  overflight 
activities  that  are  clearly  proposed  outside  of  the  withdrawn  lands  at  B-16  will  pose  a  direct 
significant  health  and  safety  hazards  to  users  of  these  public  lands.  The  RAICUZ  report 
states: 

"Range  Safety  Zone  B  is  the  area  of  armed  overflight.  This  zone,  the 
intermediate  level  of  safety  concern,  includes  an  area  1,500  feet  either  side  of  the 
centerline  for  the  flight  track  and  extends  from  the  point  of  weapons  systems 
arming  to  the  edge  of  RSZ  A  Arming  the  aircraft  weapons  systems  refers  to  the 
release  of  the  safety  latch  mechanism  in  readiness  for  ordnance  release  at  the 
target  From  the  arming  point  until  the  release  of  the  ordnance,  an  occasional 
inadvertent  drop  of  ordnance  is  possible  due  to  an  electrical  short,  air  turbulence, 
or  other  unexpected  occurrence,  The  arming  point  for  Range  B-16  occurs 
approximately  one  mile  south  of  the  range  boundary" 

The  issue  at  Bravo  16  is  not  merely  a  matter  of  aeronautical  concern.  This  is  Y-  3 

unquestionably  a  serious  public  land  issue  for  the  BLM.  Accordingly,  we  believe  BLM 
should  address  the  following  questions  as  part  of  its  review  of  the  DEIS  and  Range  AICUZ 
update  document. 

Will  the  BLM  and  Navy  again  allow  ultra  hazardous  bombing  activities  to  occur  on  BLM 
administered  lands  when  they  have  received  documentation  that  contamination  with  off 
range  ordnance  will  occur? 

What  are  the  liabilities  for  the  BLM  if  an  accident  were  to  occur  and  is  it  appropriate  to 
allow  these  activities  to  occur  on  BLM  administered  lands?  Can  the  BLM  assure  public 
safety  oil  these  lands  and  how  will  the  BLM  notify  the  public  that  they  are  using  unsafe 
public  lands  being  utilized  as  part  of  a  bombing  range? 

Because  of  these  concerns,  RAMA  continues  to  request  that  the  Navy  consider  a  long-term 
plan  for  abandonment  of  the  range.  And  this  is  important  since  the  Bravo  16  range  issue 
will  likely  become  the  subject  of  federal  legislation  in  the  foreseeable  future.  As  it  now 
stands,  the  U.S.  Navy  at  Fallon  is  developing  a  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
withdrawal  of  up  to  130,000  acres  of  public  land  in  Churchill  County.  A  portion  of  the  land 
withdrawal  is  needed  to  create  safety  and  buffer  zones  around  several  existing  Navy 
administered  air-to-ground  bombing  ranges  in  central  Nevada.  And  while  these  safety  and 
buffer  zone  land  withdrawals  may  be  generally  needed,  they  should  not  be  granted  unless 
the  Navy  begins  to  address  the  questions  of  abandonment  of  the  Bravo  16  range. 
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In  1985/  Nevada's  Governor  Richard  Bryan  provided  written  comments  to  the  Navy 
concerning  the  land  withdrawal  proposal  in  question;  at  that  time  it  was  referred  to  as  the 
Master  Land  Withdrawal  -  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  And  while  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Master  Land  Withdrawal  was  eventually 
canceled,  only  to  be  followed  by  a  second  "supplemental"  Impact  Statement  which  was 
also  canceled,  then  Governor  Bryan's  and  the  State  of  Nevada'9  position  expressed  in  1985 
has  not  changed.  In  the  Governor's  1985  written  comments  to  the  Navy,  he  said  that  "the 
most  serious  shortcoming  in  the  EIS  is  that  portion  which  deals  with  the  proposed 
withdrawal  of  land  surrounding  the  Bravo  16  range," 

The  Governor's  comments  focused  on  potential  economic  development  conflicts,  conflicts 
with  land  uses,  problems  concerning  private  aviation,  as  well  as  the  central  issues  of  public 
health  and  safety.  Referring  to  a  finding  by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  which 
suggested  the  range  should  be  relocated  to  enhance  air  safety  and  to  ensure  the  health  and 
safety  of  area  residents,  Governor  Bryan  specifically  recommended  that  Bravo  16  be 
abandoned. 

Environmental  organizations  like  RAMA,  local  residents  in  Fallon  and  State  officials  are 
aware  that  the  U.S.  Navy  has  long  maintained  the  need  for  Bravo  16,  siting  the  necessity  to 
provide  realistic  military  training  to  meet  national  defense  objectives.  However,  the 
continued  use  of  the  range,  let  alone  its  expansion,  has  never  been  fully  evaluated  to  assess 
threats  to  public  health  and  safety,  changing  urban  and  rural  land  uses,  as  well  as  evolving 
technologies  including  air-to-ground  warfare  tactics  and  new  weapon  systems. 

After  more  than  ten  years  of  controversy  surrounding  Bravo  16,  the  Navy  has  finally 
acknowledge  that  a  public  health  and  safety  threat  exists  for  more  than  2,000  Fallon 
residents  who  live  under  the  restricted  air-space  for  the  range.  To  address  this  issue,  the 
Navy  is  proposing  to  change  the  way  it  uses  the  range.  In  essence,  the  Navy  is  seeking  FAA 
approval  to  relocate  12  Military  Training  Routes  (MTR)  from  Bravo  16  to  Bravo  20. 
Moving  the  airspace  would  allow  the  Navy  to  change  the  flight  approach  to  the  range: 
moving  it  away  from  private  property.  The  current  flight  approach  is  from  north  to  south. 
The  jets  now  fly  down  from  the  north  over  private  property  across  Highway  50  to  the 
range.  Bravo  16  is  located  a  few  miles  south  of  Highway  50  on  this  end  of  Fallon. 

In  any  event,  by  changing  the  airspace  and  thus  the  approach  to  the  range,  jets  would  fly 
from  south  to  north:  a  change  in  the  approach  of  180  degrees.  Because  the  Navy  has  not 
released  any  details  noise  studies  concerning  this  proposal,  however,  it  is  impossible  to 
know  if  such  changes  would  actually  minimize  existing  health  and  safety  concerns  caused 
by  low-level  high-speed  jet  overflights.  The  proposed  flight  pattern  approach  to  Bravo  16 
will  be  less  than  one  mile  from  our  reservation  boundary.  The  Navy  is  proposing  to  flip- 
flop  the  flight  pattern  from  the  Sheckler  District,  which  is  located  north  of  Bravo  16,  to  the 
south  of  Bravo  16. 

If  approved  by  the  FAA,  this  action  will  shift  the  noise  impacts  to  Walker  River  Pauite 
reservation  lands.  These  proposed  actions  call  to  question  federal  adherence  to 
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environmental  justice  considerations  as  outline  under  Presidential  Executive  Order  12898. 
We  were  advised  at  a  recent  public  meeting  that  the  FAA  will  likely  use  the  Categorical 
Exclusion  provision  under  the  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  regulations  to  justify 
this  action.  Yet  it  is  not  dear  how  environmental  justice  considerations  will  be  addressed 
through  the  FAA  process.  We  note  that  if  a  Department  of  Defense  NEPA  action  were 
required,  then  at  least  an  analysis  of  Environmental  Justice  consideration  would  be 
mandatory  (see  Department  of  Defense,  Strategy  on  Environmental  justice,  dated  March 
24, 1995). 

The  residents  of  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Reservation  have  first  hand  knowledge  of  the 
impacts  associated  with  operations  from  the  Navy  at  Fallon,  including  habitual  deviations 
from  normal  flight  patterns.  Their  people  and  lands  have  been  subjected  to  frequent  ear 
shattering  low-level  military  jet  overflights,  often  at  tree  top  level.  y_  a 

Additionally,  the  current  contamination  of  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Reservation  and  the 
potential  health  and  safety  problems  which  exists  on  the  reservation,  due  to  off  range 
ordnance,  south  of  the  existing  Bravo  19  bombing  range,  has  not  been  resolved  to  their 
satisfaction  through  a  negotiated  settlement.  In  any  event,  the  cumulative  noise  impacts 
associated  with  continued  flight  patterns  and  operations  at  Bravo  19,  along  with  the 
proposed  flight  pattern  into  Bravo  16,  would  only  further  degrade  their  sovereign  lands 
and  airspace.  And  it  appears  that  no  analysis  by  the  Navy  or  the  FAA  of  these  cumulative 
impacts  is  anticipated  or  planned.  To  assess  those  impacts  the  Navy  must  comply  with  the 
Presidential  Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice  (EO  12898).  This  Order  requires  an 
evaluation  of  human  health  or  environmental  effects  on  minority  and  low-income 
populations. 

Since  the  noise  problems  surrounding  Bravo  16  appear  to  be  unresaivable,  we  believe  that 
congressional  action  is  needed  to  direct  the  Navy  to  relocate  the  Bravo  16  bombing  range 
away  from  the  Lahontan  Valley  region.  The  Navy's  Bravo  16  noise  problems  and  health 
and  safety  threats  that  affect  the  residents  of  the  Sheckler  District  in  Fallon  cannot  simply 
be  shifted  to  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Nation;  such  an  action  is  not  right,  just,  or 
acceptable. 

Also,  and  unlike  the  bombing  ranges  in  Dixie  Valley  or  in  the  Carson-sink,  the  result  of 

trying  to  fix  the  noise  and  safety  problem  around  Bravo  16  would  only  produce  a  Y-  5 

temporary  solution.  In  fact,  it  would  be  like  treating  symptoms  rather  than  addressing  the 

cure.  It  is  common  knowledge  that  urban  and  rural  development  patterns  are  moving 

west  from  the  City  of  Fallon  toward  the  Bravo  16  range.  And,  since  population  density  is  a 

chief  determinant  of  land  use  and  airspace  compatibility,  the  changing  growth  patterns  m 

the  area  clearly  preclude  the  continued  use  of  the  range  for  military  bombing. 

Compounding  this  problem,  moreover,  are  changes  in  military  technology.  The  most 
recent  published  noise  study  for  the  range  relied  on  noise  contours  developed  largely  from 
A-7  jet  aircraft,  which  is  not  the  aircraft  the  Navy  is  flying  today.  The  F-18,  which  is  the 
predominant  Naval  fighter  today  creates  more  noise  than  the  A-7  did  and  the  situation 
will  worsen  as  new,  more  powerful  and  noisier  updated  versions  of  the  F-18  are  deployed. 
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Because  of  all  of  these  concerns,  we  believe  the  tune  has  passed  to  allow  the  Navy  to  fly  jet 
aircraft  at  500  knots  at  altitudes  of  1000  feet  and  lower  over  private  residential  property  or 
for  that  matter  near  private  residential  property.  And  this  is  particularly  relevant  in  a  state 
Wee  Nevada,  where  the  federal  government  controls  85  percent  of  the  land  and  40  percent 
of  the  airspace.  We  are  also  disappointed  with  the  Navy's  decision  not  to  address  the 
abandonment  of  Bravo  16  as  part  of  the  land  withdrawal  proposal. 

We  are,  however,  not  convinced  that  the  Navy  has  clearly  expressed  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives  for  the  requested  68,600  acres  in  Dixie  Valley. 

Until  pubheation  of  this  most  recent  land  withdrawal  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
the  public  was 

not  informed  of  the  Navy's  planned  use  for  an  expanded  withdrawal  in  Dixie  Valley 
According  to  the  Navy,  the  68,600  acres  would  be  used  for  combat  search  and  rescue,  close 
air  support,  and  other  ground  training  operations,  such  as  special  forces  training. 

As  proposed  these  lands  would  be  managed  through  a  regulated  development  program 
operated  by  the  Navy  in  conjunction  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  The  lands 
would  only  "generally  "  remain  open  for  public  use.  The  proposal  would  also  bring 
together  all  of  the  lands  that  were  condemned  in  the  former  community  of  Dixie  Valley  to 
mitigate  noise  impacts  for  the  Navy's  Supersonic  Operations  Area. 

RAMA  is  concerned  that  the  Dixie  Valley  withdrawal  was  the  only  alternative  considered 
for  ground  training  activities.  We  note  the  Department  of  Defense  and  Department  of 
Energy  control 

more  than  four  million  acres  in  Nevada.  We  believe  that  Navy  must  evaluate  the 
potential  for  co-use  of 

other  military  lands,  such  as  the  northern  part  of  the  Nellis  Air  Force  range.  Furthermore 
since  the  Navy's  plan  ground  training  activities  was  not  disclosed  during  the  1995  scoping 
the  RAMA  and  the  public  would  have  insisted  that  the  Nellis  range  be  considered  for  such 
ground  activities. 

RAMA  is  not  persuaded  that  a  co-management  program  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  is  workable 

for  the  Dixie  Valley  area.  The  public  has  little  confidence  that  military  maneuvers  would 
be  halted  when  conflicts  between  multiple  use  activities  would  occur,  as  they  most 
certainly  have  and  will  in  the  future.  It  is  much  more  likely  that  those  wishing  to  utilized 
the  public  lands  in  question  will  be  run  off.  Public  confidence  in  the  Navy's  and  BLM's  co- 
management  of  resources  in  Dixie  Valley  is  highlighted  over  the  controversy  regardine 
the  Horse  Creek  Ranch.  This  road  has  also  been  identified  by  the  BLM  as  a  potentially 
important  public  access  point  to  the  dan  Alpine  Mountains  Wilderness  Study  Area 
O^AS)  located  in  Churchill  County  should  the  WAS  be  designated  wilderness  by 
Congress    The  BLM  has  also  recognised  that  the  trout  fishery  of  Horse  Creek  is  a  unique 
feature  that  is  found  in  very  few  drainage's  in  Central  Nevada.  Combined  with  the 
natural  beauty  of  the  Horse  Creek  Canyon  and  the  direct  access  it  provides  to  the  WSA  and 
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other  public  lands  we  believe  thai  a  public  easement  across  the  private  land  at  the  base  of 
the  canyon  should  be  provided.  Limited  access  to  our  public  lands  is  unacceptable.  The 
State  of  Nevada  is  on  record  requesting  the  return  of  the  Horse  Creek  Ranch  to  the  BLM 
for  public  recreational  use  as  a  mitigation  measure  pursuant  to  the  Special  Nevada  Report 
(State  of  Nevada,  Department  of  Administration,  Preliminary  Mitigation  Measures  for  the 
Special  Nevada  Report,  April  16. 1990).  In  light  of  past  and  current  conflicts  with  US. 
Navy  actions  in  the  Horse  Creek  area,  we  are  formally  requesting  Naval  compliance  of 
this  mitigation  measure. 

Regarding  the  proposed  electronic  warfare  sites,  RAMA  fully  agrees  with  BLM  that  the 
expansion  of  these  sites  represents  a  permanent  commitment  of  public  lands.  We  fully 
agree  with  the  BLM  that  locating  these  threat  emitter  sites  outside  of  the  Dixie  Valley  area 
would  be  incompatible  with  the  Bureau's  requirements  to  manage  public  lands  resource  in 
a  harmonious  and  coordinated  manner.  Allowing  the  placement  of  these  sites  outside  of 
the  Dixie  Valley  area  would  cause  everlasting  impairment  of  the  character  of  the 
environment  and  productiveness  of  the  land  in  north  central  Nevada. 

We  also  believe  that  locating  new  threat  emitters  on  public  lands  outside  of  Dixie  Valley 
area,  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  Bureau's  responsibility  of  maintaining  the  health, 
safety  and  the  quality  of  life  for  rural  residents  and  the  public's  use  of  our  public  lands.  It  is 
BLM's  job  to  protect  human  health  and  the  environment  on  all  public  lands  and  thus  it  is 
essential  to  limit  harmful  levels  of  electromagnetic  radiation  generated  by  threat  emitter 
sites  on  the  public  lands. 

We  also  have  no  doubt  these  threat  emitter  sites  are  blamable  for  both  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  on  the  human  and  natural  environments.  We  are  aware  that  these  manned  sites 
require  extensive  infrastructure  such  as  power  lines  and  fiber  optic  cables.  Accordingly,  a 
decision  to  allow  the  Navy  to  establish  these  permanent  facilities  on  public  lands  in  central 
Nevada  represents  a  major  federal  action  that  would  spawn  long-term  significant  impacts 
to  the  human  and  natural  environment-  Moreover,  establishing  threat  emitter  sites  in 
remote  pristine  valleys  would  cause  a  ceaseless  and  long  term  occupancy  of  military  jet 
aircraft,  resulting  in  direct  and  indirect  impacts  such  as  noise  and  sonic  booms,  dispersion 
of  chaff  and  flares,  and  dropped  military  ordnance.  Again  we  call  on  the  BLM  to  fully 
implement  the  decisions  contained  in  the  BLM's  Central  Nevada  Communication  Final 
Plan  Amendment. 

Last  October  the  State  of  Nevada  formally  asked  the  Navy  to  establish  a  citizens  advisory 
committee  under  the  authority  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  The  proposed 
FACA  Committee  could  have  helped  the  Navy  to  involve  the  pubtic  in  discussing  issues 
and  alternatives  concerning  the  Navy's  desire  to  acquire  additional  public  land  and 
airspace  in  the  region.  The  Navy  decided  the  State  of  Nevada's  request  and  specifically 
eliminated  participation  of  RAMA  and  the  Sierra  Club  we  wish  to  not  e  that  RAMA  has 
successfully  participated  in  several  government  sponsored  committees.  Such  as  the 
Western  Governor's  Committee  on  Munitions,  Versar's  Committee  on  Streamlining 
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cleanup  of  Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Act  (DERA)  projects,  RAMA  is  currently 

the  community  co-chair  of  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board  at  the  Sierra  Army  Depot  and 

is  currently  participating  in  the  Ecosystem  Management  Strategy  for  Nellis  Air  Force 

Range. 

Ecosystem  Management 

The  DOD  Instruction  #4715.3,  May  34596  requires  that  DOD  installations  and  departments 
"Develop  a  Vision  of  Ecosystem  Health:  All  interested  parties  (Federal,  State,  Tribal,  and 
local  governments,  nongovernmental  organizations,  private  organizations,  and  the 
public)  should  collaborate  in  developing  a  shared  vision  of  what  constitutes  desirable 
future  ecosystem  conditions  for  the  region  of  concern.  Existing  social  and  economic 
conditions  should  be  factored  into  the  vision,  as  well  as  methods  by  which  all  parties  may 
contribute  to  the  achievement  of  desirable  ecosystem  goals". 

RAMA  recommends  that  Fallon  NAS  become  pro-active  per  the  above  noted  directive,  in 
encouraging  sustainable  economic  development  and  ensuring  sustainable  ecosystem 
management.  RAMA  is  urging  the  formation  of  the  FACA  board  be  pursued  by  the  DOD 
immediately  to  assure  legal  and  moral  requirements  for  ecosystem  management  are 
fulfilled.  This  process  should  consider  both  natural  processes  and  human  activities 
including  resources  such  as  soils,  biological  diversity,  mineral,  water,  climate,  topography 
cultural  identities,  lifestyles,  and  livelihoods  of  people  linked  with  the  ecosystem. 

Ecosystem  management  is  an  innovative  natural  resources  management  concept  that  has 
gained  international  attention  since  the  1980s,  Ecosystem  management  calls  upon  federal 
agencies  to  consider  problems  and  land  management  in  the  context  of  ecological  rather 
than  federal  agency  boundaries.  It  is  crucial  that  the  DOD  from  partnerships  to  consider 
the  management  of  ecosystems  that  cross  jurisdictional  boundaries  in  order  to  sustain 
systems  that  are  not  only  healthy,  diverse,  and  beautiful,  but  economically  productive  and 
useful  as  well. 

The  Clinton  Administration's  Ecosystem  Management  Initiative  embraces  the  idea  that 
together  these  goals  can  be  reached.  This  policy  calls  for  a  multi-agency  approach  and 
examination  of  ecological  problems  beyond  the  agencies  boundaries.  These  agencies 
should  include  the  State  of  Nevada,  the  Division  of  State  lands,  Minerals,  Wildlife,  Parks, 
etc.,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  <BLM)  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.    Resource 
management  strategies  once  adequate  on  Fallon  NAS  could  become  obsolete,  even  if  DOD 
has  maintained  its  lands  with  consistency.  Failure  to  adapt  to  these  changes  could  lead  to 
increased  problems  with  the  public,  Indian  Nations,  regulators  as  well  as  federal  laws  and 
regulations. 

The  DOD  is  required  under  DOD  Elective  4700.4  to  revise  the  Resource  Management  Plan 
every  five  years.  We  note  that  this  directive  requires  that  component  plans  must  include 
current  ecological  inventories  that  include  a  description  of  the  condition  of  resources  and 
potential  for  additional  or  future  uses,  such  as  fish  and  wildlife,  forest  management, 
recreational,  and  other  special  uses.    Furthermore,  the  DOD  Directive  4700.4  requires  that 
management  plans  include  management  goals  and  methods,  schedules  of  activities  and 
projects,  priorities,  responsibilities,  etc. 
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*  The  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  has  proposed  to  upgrade  their  Tactical  Air  Combat 
Training  System  within  the  Barry  Goldwater  Range.  The  range  will  also  be  home  to  a  new 
Measurement  and  Debriefing  System. 

*  The  National  Guard  has  proposed  a  Colorado  Airspace  Initiative  with  "simulated  target, 
surface  to  air  threats,  and  simulated  weapons  delivery  tactics," 

*  Tn  Nevada,  Nellis  Air  Force  Base  has  proposed  "Nellis  Air  Combat  Training  System 
Sites.71 

*  Twenty  seven  additional  EW  and  TACTS  sites  and  one  master  site  are  proposed  at  Naval 
Air  Station  (NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada. 

*  In  New  Mexico,  the  USAF  has  proposed  a  new  bombing  Range  for  German  Aircraft 
Operations  at  Holloman  AFB. 

*  The  Air  Force  has  proposed  doubling  the  size  of  the  Lucin  A  &  B  MOAs  at  the  Utah  Test 
and  Training  Range  (UTTR) 

*  Cannon  Air  Force  Base  in  New  Mexico  has  requested  "Proposed  Structure  Changes  and 
Related  Actions." 

'Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  including  a  proposed  12,000  acre  bombing  range  and 
expansion  of  SUA 

In  addition,  recently-approved  proposals  affecting  military  land-  and  airspace  uses  include: 

*  The  99th  Electronic  Combat  Range  at  the  UTTR; 

*  Roving  Sands  in  New  Mexico; 

*  The  Theatre  Missile  Defense  Project  in  New  Mexico; 

*  The  expansion  of  military  activities  at  the  White  Sands  Missile  Range; 

*  The  deployment  of  German  Air  Force  Tornadoes  at  Holloman  Air  Force  Base  in  New 
Mexico;  and 

*  Linkage  of  the  electronic  warfare  systems  of  Fallon  NAS  and  Nellis  AFB. 

In  February  1993,  then-Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  General  Colin  Powell 
acknowledged  that,  "An  integrated  test  and  evaluation  range  structure  linking  existing 
ranges  across  six  western  states  and  supersonic  areas  off  the  California  coast  would  provide 
a  land,  airspace  [and]  sea  area  to  accommodate  a  large  portion  of  our  joint  training,  test  and 
evaluation  needs  well  into  the  next  century."  Current  expansion  plans  in  the  West,  while 
conducted  on  a  piecemeal  basis,  clearly  demonstrate  the  DOD's  effort  to  implement  this 
consolidation.  As  such,  the  DOD's  failure  to  prepare  a  Programmatic  EIS  which  assesses 
overall  needs  for  training  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  training  range  expansions  in  the 
west  violates  the  spirit  and  letter  of  NEPA. 

Chaff  and  Flares 

Chaff  is  an  airborne  radar-detection  countenneasure  consisting  of  extremely  fine  fibers  of 
aluminum  coated  fiberglass.  A  typical  burst  chaff  bundle  contains  approximately  2.1 
million  fiberglass  strands  which  are  the  size  of  human  hairs.  After  its  dispersal  during  Y- 

military  training  exercises,  it  turns  into  a  waste  material  that  falls  to  the  ground. 

It  is  also  omnipresent  in  some  parts  of  the  West  As  a  1994  survey  by  Nellis  AFB  reported, 
"Over  10  trillion  of  these  fibers  have  been  dropped  on  Nevada  alone  over  the  last  20 
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years."  Presently,  rural  residents  and  BLM  officials  are  finding  clumps  of  chaff  on  public 
and  private  lands  throughout  central  Nevada.  We  have  attached  a  BLM  map  of  known 
chaff  littering  sites. 

The  DEIS  states  on  page  ES-14  that  the  use  of  chaff  does  not  significantly  impact  public 
health  and  Safety.  Yet  is  well  known  that  no  studies  of  human  health  impacts  have  ever 
been  prepared  by  the  DOD. 

The  fact  is,  this  conclusion  is  inconsistent  with  the  DOD's  own  findings,  Section  4.4  of  the 
April  1997  Record  of  Decision  on  the  Final  EIS  on  the  Alaska  Military  Operations  Areas 
made  a  commitment  to  "facilitate  and  encourage  the  continued  study  of  chaff  alternatives 
and  biodegradable  chaff."  The  earlier  DEIS  on  the  same  proposal  also  found  that;  "The 
National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH)  considers  crystalline  silica 
(as  a  respirable  dust)  a  potential  human  carcinogen." 

The  DEIS  claim  that  chaff  poses  no  known  risk  to  humans  and  animals  is  also  in  conflict 
with  two  other  DOD  reports,  including  the  January  1992  DEIS  for  the  Aircraft  Conversions 
at  the  1.03rd  Tactical  Fighter  Group,  Bradley  International  Airport,  Connecticut,  as  well  as 
for  the  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  The 
earlier  DEIS  states,  "Wind  blown  particles  would  tend  to  concentrate  on  the  lee  side  of 
water  bodies  where  nutrient  levels  are  higher.  Surface  feeding  wildlife,  such  as  ducks,  may 
consume  chaff  particles  on  the  surface  of  their  primary  vegetation.  These  would  either 
pass  through  the  digestive  system  or  form  compacted  pellets  in  the  gizzard." 

While  other  limited  studies  have  been  performed  on  the  human  health  and  ecological 
effects  of  chaff  -  including  at  the  University  of  Maryland  and  the  University  of  Delaware  - 
the  results  are  mixed,  and  some  are  not  directly  applicable  to  high  desert,  basin  and  range 
environments  found  in  the  western  U.S. 

The  Nevada  Division  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP),  for  example,  reviewed  Defense 
Department  documentation  of  the  risks  associated  with  chaff.  Although  the  state's 
investigation  "did  not  provide  the  Division  with  a  definitive  answer  as  to  the 
environmental  effects  of  chaff  on  public  and  private  lands  in  Nevada,"  the  DEP  identified 
two  primary  concerns: 

"The  first  concern  is  from  inhalable  particulate  below  PM10  which  may  occur  from  the 
decomposition  and  resuspension  of  fiber  particulate  by  mechanical  means.  The  Division's 
second  concern  deals  with  the  physical  deposition  of  what  could  be  considered  solid  waste 
on  public  and  private  lands  in  the  State  of  Nevada.  There  is  very  little  information  on  the 
amounts  of  chaff  currently  deposited  and  how  these  fibers  decompose  in  the 
environment." 

The  report  concluded,  "...  the  Division  does  not  feel  that  adequate  studies  have  been  done 
to  assure  that  there  are  no  environmental  risks  posed  by  the  fibers."  In  the  opinion  of 
RAMA,  this  should  be  the  jumping-off  point  for  the  DEB,  instead  of  the  reversed  position 
that  chaff  poses  no  known  risk  to  human  health. 
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Indeed,  the  DEIS  would  do  well  to  follow  the  lead  of  the  Desert  Eglin  South  Chaff  Survey 
conducted  by  Nellis  AFB  in  March  1994.  Among  the  survey's  findings:  "More  research  is 
needed,  especially  concerning  the  behavior  of  chaff  in  anaerobic  or  acidic  conditions  found 
in  wetlands". 

"This  last  category  of  environmental  damage  relates  to  the  level  of  Utter  which  is 
currently  accumulating  in  some  areas  of  the  MOA  from  the  use  of  chaff  and  flare 
debris.  In  most  cases  the  litter  from  aircraft  operations  probably  is  not  more 
deleterious  to  the  environment  than  common  roadside  litter  such  as  bottles  and 
cans  found  in  the  area.  In  the  case  of  WSA's,  however,  a  case  can  be  made  that 
litter,  fire  scars,  and  debris  detract  from  the  naturalness,  and  infer  human 
presence  which  is  specifically  identified  in  the  Wilderness  Act  as  negative 
impacts  for  wilderness  areas. 

"Litter  from  chaff  and  flares,  and  other  debris  from  Air  Force  aircraft  operations 
has  the  potential  to  impact  naturalness,  So  do  fire  scars  started  by  flares.  Jet 
overflights  have  the  potential  to  impact  solitude  and  incur  human  presence. 

"Potential  environmental  issues  involve  injury  from  falling  debris,  impacts  to 
air  quality,  effects  on  soil  and  water,  and  effects  on  biological  resources.  Ingestion 
or  inhalation  of  chaff  by  wildlife  or  livestock,  physical  effects  on  the  skin  ot  feet 
Cue.  birds  using  chaff  as  a  nesting  material,  or  chaff  becoming  embedded  in  the 
paws  of  animals),  indirect  effects  on  vegetation  due  to  changes  in  soil  chemistry, 
and  indirect  effects  of  changes  in  water  chemistry  on  aquatic  life  are  also 
potential  environmental  issues  related  to  chaff. 

"Some  small  bundles  of  chaff  were  found  as  well  as  three  large  clumps  of  chaff 
fibers." 

While  the  long-term  effects  of  chaff  may  be  unknown,  some  of  the  immediate  physical 
impacts  are.  In  1992,  the  Army  found:  "Glass  and  carbo  fibers  and,  likely  iron  fibers 
deposited  on  soils  are  susceptible  to  wind  resuspension  until  immobilization  occurs. 
However,  even  those  fibers  immobilized  on  soil  surfaces  can  be  resuspended  by  physical 
forces  such  as  foot  and/ or  vehicular  traffic  Thus,  there  is  a  persistent  risk  of  fiber 
inhalation  and  mitigation  efforts  will  likely  be  required  for  areas  containing  high  fiber 
concentrations." 

RAMA  urges  the  DOD  consider  all  of  these  reports  before  categorically  discounting  any 
impact  of  chaff  on  human  health-  Beyond  that,  we  oppose  the  current  and  proposed  use  of 
chaff  until  sufficient  independent  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  has  been  completed. 
Given  the  amount  of  time  that  the  problems  with  chaff  have  been  known,  residents  of  the 
rural  west  will  no  longer  accept  a  lack  of  documentation  as  a  claim  of  "no  impact."  On  page 
4-72  the  DEIS  for  the  Proposed  Expansion  of  German  Air  Force  Operations  at  Holloman 
AFB,  NM,  USAF,  June  1997  states,  "No  studies  on  chaff  consumption  by  wildlife  have 
been  conducted  (U.S.  Air  Force,  1997).  Hypothesized  effects  of  chaff  on  wildlife  have 
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included  disruption  of  feeding,  behavior  of  digestion,  toxicity,  and  inflammatory  response 
in  the  respiratory  system,  potentially  resulting  in  silicosis". 

Another  important  point  is  that  the  militaiy  is  dropping  chaff  on  private  property 
throughout  the  West  without  permission  of  the  landowners  below.  Regardless  of 
environmental  or  health  impacts,  this  may  be  a  violation  of  private  property  rights,  since 
it  constitutes  disposal  of  a  solid  waste. 

But  chaff  represents  more  than  garbage  on  the  terrain.  The  DEIS  for  the  Proposed 
Expansion  of  German  Air  Force  Operations  at  Holloman  AFB,  NM,  USAF,  June  1997  (page 
2-40)  notes  that  "[pyrotechnic]  chaff  is  considered  to  be  a  munition  because  it  uses  an 
explosive  charge  to  disperse  the  chaff  upon  release."  The  DEIS  for  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  makes  a  similar  finding;  "The  chaff  is  ejected  from  the  plastic  cartridge  using  a  small 
pyrotechnic  device  that  remains  on  the  aircraft".  If  chaff  is  considered  a  munition  in  New 
Mexico  isn't  it  also  a  munition  in  Idaho  and  Nevada? 

The  BLM  has  authorized  the  use  of  chaff  in  Idaho  and  Nevada  over  public  lands  associated 
with  operations  at  Mountain  Home  AFB.  In  the  opinion  of  RAMA,  this  raises  serious 
questions.  We  believe  the  BLM  has  a  mandate  to  protect  public  safety  on  lands  it 
administers.  But  how  can  the  BLM  assure  public  safety  on  these  lands  where  it  allows  the 
use  of  chaff  and  flares?  How  will  the  agency  alert  the  public  that  the  lands  are  being  used  as 
part  of  a  training  range?  What  are  the  liabilities  for  the  BLM  in  the  event  of  an  accident 
involving  chaff? 

We  would  raise  the  same  questions  for  publicly-accessible  lands  administered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI).  Since  there  is  inconclusive  evidence  on  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  chaff  -  including  its  effects  on  human  health  -  RAMA  believes 
the  DOI  and  BLM  should  adopt  a  policy  that  the  use  of  chaff  be  limited  to  lands  which 
have  been  formally  withdrawn  for  military  uses. 

Titanium  Tetrachloride 

The  use  of  inert  ordnance  of  Bravo  16  will  result  in  the  release  of  titanium  tetrachloride. 
RAMA  believes  the  DEIS  does  not  fully  describe  the  possible  release,  the  potential  for  off- 
range  contamination,  or  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  use  of  titanium 
tetrachloride,  including  but  limited  to,  potential  ground,  air  and  water  contamination, 
impacts  to  human  health  and  impacts  to  wildlife. 

According  to  E.I.  duPont  deNemours  &  Co.,  the  manufacturer  of  titanium  tetrachloride: 
"Titanium  tetrachloride  (TiC14)  is  manufactured  by  the  chlorination  of  titanium-bearing 
ores  in  the  presence  of  coke  as  a  reducing  agent.  Titanium  tetrachloride  is  a  colorless  to 
light-yellow  liquid  with  a  pungent  odor.  Titanium  tetrachloride  is  very  susceptible  to 
hydrolysis,  and  the  liquid  fumes  strongly  when  exposed  to  moist  air.  The  fumes  are  dense 
and  persistent  and  consist  of  hydrochloric  acid,  finely  divided  particles  of  titanium 
oxychloride  and  hydrated  oxides  of  titanium."  In  its  description  of  health  hazards  the 
company  said:  'Titanium  tetrachloride  is  a  powerful  desiccant  and  contact  with  the  liquid 
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product  will  cause  bums  from  both  chemical  and  thermal  effects.  The  vapor  is  also 
hazardous  and  is  extremely  irritating  to  the  skin,  eyes,  nose  and  throat.  Overexposure  to 
the  vapor  may  cause  burns  to  the  eyes  and  lungs." 

Based  upon  this  description  and  effects  of  titanium  tetrachloride,  and  the  precautions 
which  OSHA  and  other  federal,  state  and  health  organizations  recommend  when  working 
with  the  substance  (see  attached  fact  sheets  and  documents),  RAMA  believes  the  military 
must  investigate  this  issue  much  more  thoroughly. 

Since  filing  these  questions,  we  have  learned  of  titanium  tetrachloride's  connection  with 
vanadium,  and  would  like  to  submit  these  additional  concerns  for  full  study:  "Does  the 
chemical  makeup  of  titanium  tetrachloride  include  Vanadium?  If  so,  what  are  what  are 
the  potential  health  and  environmental  risks?" 

These  questions  are  not  academic  exercises,  noT  should  they  be  treated  as  such.  We  believe 
there  is  the  possibility  of  significant  off-range  contamination  in  the  event  that  ordnance  is 
used  which  releases  titanium  tetrachloride.  In  response  to  RAMA's  investigation  into  the 
use  of  titanium  tetrachloride  at  the  17,280  acre.  Bravo  16  Range  located  at  NAS  Fallon, 
Nevada  DEP  Administrator  Lew  Dodgion  noted  the  potential  dispersal  of  titanium 
tetrachloride  off-range;  "If  the  ordnance  landed  near  a  range  boundary,  then  the  potential 
would  exist."  RAMA  points  out  that  this  range  is  currently  5,280  acres  -  or  30%  -  larger 
than  that  being  proposed  in  Idaho.  The  potential  for  off-range  contamination  in  Idaho  is 
that  much  greater. 

Noise 

NEPA  mandates  the  assurance  of  "scientific  integrity"  and  "scientific  accuracy"  under  40 
CFR  1502.24  of  the  material  placed  in  an  EB.  Use  of  ROUTEMAP  and  NOISEMAP  to 
analyze  proposed  flight  patterns  into  Bravo  16  is  aunacceptable  and  will  not  satisfy  these 
requirements.  The  Defense  Department  has  been  aware  of  these  flaws  with  the  use  of 
ROUTEMAP  and  NOISEMAP  noise  analysis  tests  for  several  years.  New  noise  analysis  test 
which  remedy  several  of  the  known  deficiencies,  called  Assessment  System  for  Aircraft 
Noise  (ASAN),  should  be  utilized  for  analysis  and  is  currently  available  as  discussed 
during  Noise  Camp  "95". 

We  recommend  that  the  Defense  Department  undertake  an  updated  analysis  of  the 
expected  noise  environment  utilizing  the  newly  developed  Air  Force  computer  programs 
(MR-OPS  and  MR-NMAP)  for  predicting  noise  in  low  level  operating  areas.  Analysis 
should  include  terrain  effects  on  noise  prediction  accuracy  for  low  altitude  flights  and  a 
comparison  of  noise  information  on  expected  and  current  noise  environments  to  obtain 
an  assessment  of  the  expected  magnitude  of  the  changes  in  noise  levels  and  noise 
environments. 

We  note  the  following  reasons,  discussed  at  "NOISECAMP  95"  which  clarify  the  necessity  : 
(1)  NOISEMAP  was  designed  for  around  airports  with  a  large  amount  of  traffic. 
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(2)NOISEMAP  does  not  take  into  account  topography  in  evaluating  sound  levels.  It 
assumes  everything  is  flat.  Sound  may  be  attenuated  and  shielded  in  some  cases  and 
be  focused  and  much  worse  in  others. 

(3)  ASAN  Assessment  System  for  Aircraft  Noise  is  currently  available  and  has  been  in 
development  for  8  years. 

(4)  Reverberation  will  add  to  the  duration  of  the  sound  and  increase  the  energy  dose, 
'While  it  difficult  to  predict  since  it  is  influenced  by  everything  form  ground  cover, 
geology  topography,  position  of  noise  source  and  position  of  the  listener.  But  difficult 
or  not  to  calculate,  it  should  be  factored  into  the  subjective  affect  of  noise. 

(5)  Ldnmr  as  discussed  by  military  experts  at  "NOISECAMP  95"  found  that  the  "startle 
response"  as  calculated  by  past  noise  analysis  methods  was  outmoded.  Therefore,  the 
original  "penalty"  has  been  reevaluated  by  actual  on-site  measurements.  Defense  vr    .  -, 
experts  recommended  doubling  the  current  noise  penalty  for  startle  reactions. 

(6)  ASAN  will  introduce  census  figures  for  the  impacted  region  which  will  better. 

define  impacts 

The  discussion  of  noise  impacts  must  be  inclusive  of  all  expected  noise  impacts.  The 
Defense  Department  simply  assumes  that  if  the  DNL  is  less  than  65  db,  there  will  be  no 
noise  impacts.  This  is  a  clear  reflection  of  Defense  Department  policy  of  selecting  65  db  as 
an  arbitrary  cutoff  for  assessing  noise.  The  "levelized"  DNL  measurement  mean  nothing 
to  people  hearing  jet  noise  as  they  attempt  to  talk  to  friends,  enjoy  an  outdoor  barbecue  or 
watch  TV.  People  experience  noise  episodes,  not  day  /  night  averages!  Residents  will  not 
experience  the  noise  impacts  of  a  low-level  overflight  or  sonic  boom  over  a  day,  month  or 
year,  but  in  a  matter  of  seconds.  It  is  also  important  to  acknowledge  that  even  at  a  decibel 
level  of  55  or  less,  jet  noise  intrudes  into  the  human  environment,  particularly  in  rural 
areas  where  ambient  noise  levels  are  exceptionally  low,  obliterating  the  sense  of  peace  and 
quiet  that  attracts  people  to  such  areas.  "  «?■ 

Conclusions: 

Tn  conclusion,  it  is  important  to  recognize  that  a  military  withdrawal  of  public  lands  in 
Nevada  will  require  direct  congressional  action,  as  under  the  Engle  Act  (PL.  85-337),  all 
military  land  withdrawals  in  excess  of  5,000  acres  can  only  be  granted  by  Congress.  This 
means  that  the  withdrawal  decision  in  Churchill  County,  including  the  decision 
concerning  Bravo  16,  is  not  entirely  in  the  hands  of  the  Navy.  To  the  contrary,  the  decision 
will  be  made  by  our  elected  congressional  representatives. 

RAMA  is  not  persuaded  that  the  68,600  acres  in  Dixie  Valley  lias  been  fully  defined,  and  we 
continue  to  be  disappointed  in  the  Navy's  inflexibility  to  address  abandonment  of  the 
Bravo  16  bombing  range. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS. 
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Sincerely, 


Grace  Potorti 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  Y 
Grace  Potorti,  Rural  Alliance  for  Military  Accountability 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  Y.  Letter  Y  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  Y  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

Y-l  lb 

Y-2  7a,  7b 

Y-3  7c 

Y-4  16a,  16g,  16h 

Y-5  7d 

Y-6  le,  9b 

Y-7  5c,  6c 

Y-8  5j,  10b,  lOf 

Y-9  4a 

Y-10  3c 

Y-ll  23d,  23g,  23h,  23i 

Y-12  21c 

Y-13 7a,  14b,  14d 


FElSfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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August  13, 1997 


Commanding  Officer 
Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Attention;  Samuel  L  Dennis.  Code  1851, 
Environmental  Planning  Branch 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno.  CA  94066-5006 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

For  39  years  this  organization  has  been  doing  a  comprehensive  wilderness  and  natural  areas  inventory  of  the 
Great  Basin.  In  1 958,  this  effort  has  been  known  as  the  Nevada  Outdoor  ftecmti on  Resources  Index  & 
Swvey.  Over  this  period,  we  have  discovered  numerous  outstanding,  fragile  and  unique-natural  resources  in  the 
subject  area  of  this  proceeding.  In  the  Dixie  Valley  region  of  the  Lahontan  BLM  Resource  Area  we  have  been 
investigating  numerous  sites  and  areas  of  outstanding  and  unique  character  on  both  the  Public  Lands  in  the  area 
and  certain  phenomena  on  Navy  acquired  lands.  We  believe  all  the  altematives-except  the  no  action  after* 
natfve-in  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  of  June  1 997  contain  serious  errors  of  omission 
concerning  environmental  degradation  within  the  meaning  of  the  National  Environmental  PB/fcy  Act  (NEPA). 
There  is  no  mention  of  a  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  that  would  be  seriously  Impaired  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Federal  Lande  Policy  k  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  Section  603  and  FLPMA  Sections  102(a)  &  201  (a) 
potentials  for  'Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern'  (ACECsJ  in  Dixie  Valley  and  the  40  Mile  Desert  area. 

Even  the  Navy's  preferred  alternative  borders  the  Job  Peak  WSA  (NV-030-127)  whose  eastern  boundary  for  the 
most  part  follows  Nevada  State  Highway  121  beginning  approximately  B  miles  north  of  its  junction  with  U.S. 
Highway  50.  Our  volunteers  have  explored  this  WSA  extensively  since  the  late  1970s  and  have  found  such 
unique  resources  as  (1)  perhaps  the  grand  champion  (largest)  as  well  as  the  probable  oldest  grove  of  ancient 
ftnberpBie,(2]  canyons  with  desert-bound  waterfalls,  (3)  extensive  threatened  raptor  habitat  in  pinnacles  and  tali 
roc*  formations  of  the  eastern  area  of  the  WSA  and  (4)  exceptional  exposures  of  the  1954  Dixia  Valley 
earthquake  fault  deserving  of  status  as  a  uniquB  geological  area.  The  2  other  alternatives,  constitute  major 
intrusions  into  and  within  the  WSA  and  thus  violates  the  'nonimpaimenl '  guidelines  and  statutes  of  FLPMA 
Section  603.  Failure  to  even  mention  this  WSA  in  all  the  studies  and  alternatives  makes  the  entire  EIS  document 
'flaneric"  under  NEPA  law. 

The  document  violates  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  probably  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA) 
concerning  wetlands  and  ponds  extant  on  such  acquired  Navy  lands  as  the  Turiey  Hanch.  These  lands  contain  a 
possible  endemic  subspecies  of  tu'tchub  that  is  confined  within  Dixie  Valley  and  dependent  on  minimal 
disturbance  of  its  habitat  for  continued  existence.  This  organization  participated  in  an  exploration  of  these  ponds 
and  wetlands  with  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (Reno)  and  confirmed  with  on-site  photographs  in  our  archives 
the  existence  of  this  ram  fish  on  Navy  lands  in  Dixie  Valley.  Further,  access  to  the  public  onto  BLM  Public  Lands 
in  Dixie  Valley  would  be  denied  both  on  the  valley  floor  (where  NV  Route  1 21  passes  thru  proposed  withdrawals) 
and  to  western  approaches  to  the  Gabbs  Valley  Range  WSA .  This  blockage  of  access  is  particularly  serious  at 
the  approaches  to  Cow  &  Deep  Canyons  where  there  is  a  live  stream  that  also  may  be  a  fishery  habitat. 

The  necessity  for  this  withdrawal  expansion  is  highly  questionable  given  the  disappearance  of  the  Soviet  threat. 
Clearly,  the  USAF  in  their  1 990-91  actions  in  Kuwait  and  Iraq  showed  they  have  sufficient  lands  and  air  space  to 
carry  out  any  mission  given  new  circumstances  involving  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  The  Navy  did  thair  assigned 
tasks  with  no  evidence  they  were  hampered  by  the  4  mlBtan-pius  acres  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  now 
has  in  Nevada  alone.  More  expansion  beyond  existing  Navy  ranges  would  exacerbate  the  spread  of  (continued) 
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Rue  ordinance  on  outstanding  ACECs,  wilderness,  recreational  and  arctieological  lands  in  the  area.  Noradans  rightly 

have  come  to  call  DoDattemptsloclrcurw^^  7    ,, 

NEPA  as  the  "Afghanistanizstion ■  of  the  American  West  Expansion  of  these  withdrawals  rnvanably  has  led  to  more 

and  more  no-Wyamesand  harassment  of  people  on  the  ground,  errant  ordinance  and  groundwater  pollution.  This 

will  in  turn  cause  more  unjustified  demands  for  additional  expansion  of  Military  Operations  Areas  (MOAs). 

Both  the  Navy,  Army  and  the  USAF  have  chronically  abused  the  'national security  rationale  for  these  unwarranted 

seizures  of  environmentally  sensitive  BLM  Public  Lands  m  the  Great  Basin.  It  must  be  pointed  out  that  In  1995  U.S. 

Magistrate  Mlkel  Williams  in  Idaho  ruled  that  the  OoP  can  no  longer  abuse  'national  security'  to  circumvent 

(particularly  in  a  case  Involving  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands)  the  'taking '  of  our  wilderness  candidate  areas,  ACECs, 

wildlife  habitat,  native  fisheries,  archaological  sites,  recreation  areas  as  wall  as  circumventing  the  195B  Engle  Act, 

such  environmental  protection  laws  as  the  Clean  Water  Act,  NEPA,  ESA,  the  Antiquities  Act  and  FLPMA.  The  time 

has  come  for  the  Navy  to  realize  it  has  sufficient  landsto  do  its  assigned  missions.  These  new  land  demands  are  7 ..  ^ 

miiary  pork  barret  in  a  heightened  US.  deficit-reduction  era  which  calls  for  downsizing  of  government  agencies. 

More  land  seizures  simply  cannot  be  justified.  Nevada  is  not  Iraq  and  Kuwait.  We  cannot  alow  our  cherished  and 
Important  wetlands,  wildlands  and  open  spaces  to  be  degraded  because  the  DoD  needs  new  'aandbom '  (a  word 
usod  by  the  USAF  in  Michael  Skinner's  book  "Air  Combat  for  BOV)  for  more  unwarranted  bombing,  errant  spread- 
ing of  live  ordinance,  combat  overpressures,  noise,  pollution,  strafing  and  electronic  experimentation.  Therefore,  this 
organization  deems  thB  no  action  alternative  as  the  only  acceptable  and  environmentally  responsible  course  of 
action  in  this  proceeding, 

Jfours  very  sincerely, 
telephone:  (702)  BB3-1169 


Charles  S.  Watson,  ' 

Co-Founder  &  Director 

P.O.  Box  1245 

Carson  City,  Nevada  89702-1245 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  2 
Charles  S.  Watson,  Jr.,  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  Z.  Letter  Z  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  Z  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

Z-l  20p 

Z-2  13h,  20a 

Z-3  22c,  29a 

Z-4  28a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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NATIONAL  PONY  EXPRESS 
ASSOCIATION,  INC. 

(non-profit)  (lax  exempt) 

WAM  HOWARD 
NATIONAL  PRESIDENT 

76398  Road  428 

Cozad,  NE69130-53Q7 

(308)  784-3788 


TEL:  4152443206 


P.  016 

Letter  A A 


BACRAMENTC 

CALIFORNIA    ^^  ffliPftTS  STATION 
NEVADA 


MAfivaviuLE 

KANSAS 


Octobers  1997 


Mr.  Samuel  L.  Dennis 

U.  S.  Navy,  Engineering  Field  Activity,  West 

Planning-Regional  Specialist  Support  Team,  Code  7031 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066-5006 

Dear  Sir: 

The  National  Pony  Express  Association  is  a  nonprofit,  all  volunteer  organization 
founded  in  1978,  devoted  to  preserving  the  history  associated  with  the  original  pony 
express  riders  and  the  preservation  of  the  Pony  Express  Trail,  which  has  been  designated 
by  Congress  as  a  National  Historic  Trail  The  National  Pony  Express  Association  has 
approximately  800  members,  from  all  walks  of  life,  and  from  all  areas  of  the  United 
States,  as  well  as  several  foreign  countries.  I  have  been  active  in  this  organization  for 
nearly  twenty  years,  and  am  now  serving  my  third  terra  as  National  President.  As  an 
individual  and  as  President  of  the  NPEA,  I  am  concerned  about  the  proposed  expansion  of 
the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station  and  its  effect  on  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail. 

Each  year  the  NPEA  conducts  a  reride  between  Sacramento,  CA,  and  Saint 
Joseph,  MO,  relaying  mail  along  the  entire  route  on  horseback,  and  following  the  route  of 
the  original  trail  as  closely  as  possible.  There  are  also  many  other  history-minded 
individuals  who  traverse  this  trail.  I  have  been  accompanying  the  rider  on  our  annual 
reride  along  the  trail  in  Nevada  when  low-flying  military  aircraft  were  in  the  area  and 
know  from  personal  experience  how  detrimental  this  is  to  the  experience  and  attitude  of 
the  re-enactment.  The  proposed  expansion  of  the  Naval  Air  Station  at  Fallon  will 
apparently  make  many  miles  of  the  trail  which  we  now  follow  each  year  off-limits  to  our 
organization  and  others  who  would  follow  this  trail.  There  is  also  concern  about  live 
munitions  which  may  be  along  this  route.  It  is  anticipated  that  use  of  the  Pony  Express 
National  Historic  Trail  will  increase  in  the  future  as  trail  marking  is  completed  and  maps 
are  more  readily  available. 


AA-1 
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Mr.  Samuel  L.  Dennis 
October  9,  1997 
Page  Two 

The  National  Pony  Express  Association  works  closely  with  the  National  Parks 
Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  other  federal  and  state  agencies  to  plan  our       A  A_2 
rerides.       This  helps  to  insure  safe  passage,  compliance  with  pertinent  rules  and 
regulations,  and  overall  goodwill  for  all  concerned. 

As  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  proposed  expansion  and  the 
current  situation  along  the  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trail  in  Nevada  near  the  Fallon 
Naval  Air  Station  are  reviewed,  I  hope  that  consideration  will  be  given  to  insuring       AA-  -> 
continued  access  and  safe  passage  for  our  members  and  other  members  of  the  public  as 
well  as  adequate  marking  along  this  important  historic  trail. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  matter 


Yours  truly, 


Wayne  Howard 

President,  NPEA 


Jere  Krakow,  Superintendent,  NPS  LDOT,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 
Dale  Ryan,  Nevada  Division,  Vice-President  NPEA 
Pat  Hearty,  Trails  Chairman,  NPEA 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  AA 
Wayne  Howard,  National  Pony  Express  Association,  Inc. 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  AA.  Letter  AA  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  AA  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

AA-1.  20n,  20o 

AA-2  20n 

AA-3  20n 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 


Letter  BB 


jtSCSFI 


President 

Joel  Blakeslee 

7455  Star  Hill 

Sparks,  Nevada  89436 

Phone:  673-0900 


Vice-President 

Gene  Gerdes 

2775  Lone  Tree  Rd. 

Fallon.  Nevada  89406 

Phone:  423-8288 


S#C»"TfM8* 

JudiCurran 

41 70  St  Clair  Road 

Fallon.  Nevada  89406 

Phone:867-2239 


NEVADA  ty*       W       TRAPPERS 
ASSOCIATION 

September  17,  1997 


Fur  Manager 

Jim  Curran 

41 70  St  Clair  Road 

Fallon,  Nevada  89406 

Phone:867-2239 


Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066  -  0720 

Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis: 


Following  are  our  comments  regarding  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range 
Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Fallon, 
Nevada,  June  1997. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  mention  the  hunting  and  trapping  of  furbearing 
mammals.  This  is  a  low  density  high  value  activity  that  takes 
place  on  lands  proposed  for  withdrawal. 

There  are  no  legal  descriptions  for  the  lands  in  the  proposed 
withdrawals.  It  is  difficult  to  accurately  ascertain  what 
lands  are  included  in  the  DEIS.  *. -,? 

We  note  the  distinction  of  the  proposed  withdrawan  lands  into  two 
categories,  A  and  B.  Category  A  lands  totally  restrict  public  use 
while  Category  B  lands  will  be  "generally*  open  to  the  public. 
The  word  "generally™  is  a  very  loose  term  which  could  conceiably 
result  in  Category  B  lands  being  off  limits  to  the  public. 

We  feel  the  25  year  proposed  withdrawal  is  much  too  long.  The 
withdrawal  of  the  Navy  B  -  20  range  and  the  Nellis  Air  Force 
Range  both  received  Congressional  approval  for  a  15  year  period. 

Included  in  the  DEIS  is  the  indication  that  NATO  allies  will 
be  using  the  Navy's  facilities  here.  I'm  sure  that  members  of 
the  organization  I  represent  will  not  take  kindly  to  being 
locked  out  of  their  public  lands  while  a  foriegn  military  power 
is  training  here.  We  can  remember  that  not  too  far  back  our 
country  was  somewhat  cozy  with  both  Iran  and  Iraq. 
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Fur  Manager 

Jim  Curran 

4170  St  Clair  Road 

Fallon,  Nevada  89406 

Phone:867-2239 


Our  previous  comments  regarding  the  Master  Land  Withdrawal  for 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon  remain  valid*  Our  present  comments 
will  focus  mainly  on  the  Navy's  preferred  alternative  which  is 
Alternative  II. 


Category  B  lands  east  of  the  Dixie  Valley  Road,  the  northward 
corridor  lands  connecting  to  Navy  owned  lands  in  Dixie  Valley 
and  the  lands  west  of  the  road  running  from  Highway  50  to  the 
Mountain  Wells  Canyon  Road  nay  look  good  on  a  map  for  the  Navy 
but  they  could  cause  problems  for  the  public  trying  to  access 
adjacent  public  lands*  Further  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any 
sound  military  reason  for  including  these  lands  in  the  withdrawal* 

Recently  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  reopened  the  read  to  the 
public  east  of  Range  B  -  19.  This  road  follows  a  gas  pipeline. 
The  DEIS  does  not  indicate  if  this  road  will  remain  open  if 
surrounding  lands  are  withdrawn. 

Mips  indicate  that  much  of  the  Slate  Range  will  classified  as 
Category  A  land,  closed  to  the  public*  A  map  showing  the 
"footprint"  developed  by  Hazard  Msthodology  also  includes  thj.s 
same  area.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  maps  of  ordnance  v 
sweeps  of  this  area  indicate  that  no  ordnance  was  found.  This 
seems  to  contradict  the  accuracy  of  the  "footprint".  The  Slate 
Range  has  high  wildlife  value  containing  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep, 
chukar  and  several  furbearing  species* 

We  heard  glowing  reports  of  the  accuracy  of  our  weapons  during 
the  Gulf  War.  It  needs  to  be  pointed  out  that  this  accuracy  was 
developed  on  existing  ranges. 

It  should  also  be  mentioned  that  I  personally  do  not  know  of  any 
injury  or  harm  to  civilians  in  the  last  20  years  caused  by  military 
activities  on  lands  surrounding  training  ranges. 
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After  receiving  considerable  public  criticism  regarding  the  use 
of  B  -  16  Range  it  is  most  amazing  that  the  Navy  proposes  to 
withdraw  land  around  the  range  and  use  it  for  additional  military 
exercises.  This  proposal  will without  question  add  additional 
noise,  air  and  ground  traffic,  and  possible  closure  of  land  to 
the  public,  This  area  receives  considerable  public  use.  Also 
we  note  that  the  "footprint11  developed  by  RAICUZ  Studt,  1995, 
falls  entirely  within  the  present  range • 

Finally,  we  see  that  no  mitigation  measures  are  offered  for  the 
proposed  withdrawn  lands. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  BB 
Gene  L.  Gerdes,  Nevada  Trappers  Association 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  BB.  Letter  BB  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  BB  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  CC 


Richard  E,  Franta,  president 

Nevada  United  Four  Wheelers  Association 

P.O.  Box  46521 

Las  Vegas,  NV  89121 

Octohera,  1997 

Commanding  Officer 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Aim:  Sam  Dennis 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94006-0720 

Dear  Sir; 

With  the  current  military  down-sizing,  increased  technology,  "more  accurate"  weapons,  "smart  bombs",  etc.  1  find  it 
difficult  to  understand  why  the  Army  (Ft.  Irwin  expansion),  Navy  (Fallon  expansion)  and  Air  Force  (Nellis  Air  Space 
expansion  and  land  swap)  continually  warn  more  land.  Another  question  that  needs  answering  to  the  public,  is  why 
there  can't  be  imer-service  cooperation  and  sharing,  rather  than  continual  expansion. 

Having  said  these  things,  questions  that  realty  need  answering  are  the  roads  in  the  area  that  the  expansion  would 
affect.  West  and  south  of  Fallon,  we  have  concerns  about  Lone  Tree  road,  another  road  to  Camp  Gregory  mine,  and 
a  road  to  Red  Mtn.  And  a  mostly  north-south  road  from  Lone  Tree  road  to  Shecider  resevoir.  In  another  area  south 
of  Fallon,  it  would  impact  a  road  along  Diamond  Field  and  Jack  Wash  and  a  road  to  Cinnabar  and  Bimetal  mines. 
East  of  Fallon  it  would  affect  Eleven  Mile  was  road,  Black  Knob  spring  and  Dixie  Valley  road  and  Dixie  Valley.  On 
the  southern  expansion  of  thai  area  it  would  affect  Bluff  mine,  both  Gold  Coin  mines.  Bell  Canyon  road,  and  a  road 
from  just  east  of  State  839  at  Lucky  Boy  Canyon  SE  to  Little  Bell  Flat  well  and  also  a  road  from  Little  Bell  flat 
easterly  and  north  to  Bell  Flat. 

There  are  more  roads  (many)  running  from  Dixie  Valley  road,  westerly  into  several  canyons  to  the  1 954  earthquake 
feult  For  anyone  interested  in  any  aspects  of  geology  and  quakes,  it  would  be  devasting  to  have  any  of  those  roads 
shut.  People  of  Nevada  should  have  the  ability  to  vjsn  that  fault  area  to  visualize  how  massively  our  state  is  subjected 
to  earthquakes  from  time  to  time 

All  roads  listed  are  RS2477  roads,  so  legally,  even  if  the  Navy  wins  the  expansion,  provisions  should  be  made  for 
continued  use  of  these  roads.  The  reasons  primarily  that  military  reservations  are  already  so  extensive  is  that  when 
they  were  established,  civilian  4x4's  were  practically  non-existent,  and  just  prior  to,  during  and  shortly  after  WWJI, 
there  were  massive  amounts  of  patriotism  available  throughout  the  country,  and  nearly  everyone  believed  anything 
that  was  told  to  them  by  the  government 

I  also  am  still  a  patriot.  I  spent  twenty  years  in  the  U.  S.  Marine  Corps,  supposedly  defending  our  freedoms  in  both 
Korea  and  Viet-Nam.  In  reality,  I  know  that  we  were  enforcing  treaties  that  our  country  had  signed  with  other 
nations.  Son  of  the  same  thing.  But  after  defending  our  freedoms,  I  really  have  had  a  time  with  the  constant  abuse 
of  laws  and  freedoms  by  that  same  government  in  land  and  road  closures  nearly  by  whim,  and  at  other  times  just 
bowing  to  pressures  exerted  by  conservancy  groups. 

The  Nevada  United  Four  Wheelers  Association  is  a  statewide  organization,  representing  OHV  clubs  in  northern 
Nevada,  eastern  Nevada  and  southern  Nevada.  We  are  ten  clubs  strong  at  this  time  and  growing. 


Sincerely, 
R.  E.  Franta 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  CC 
Richard  E.  Franta,  Nevada  United  Four  Wheelers  Association 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  CC.  Letter  CC  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  CC  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  DD 


The  Toiyabe  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 


Nevada  and  Eastern  California 

PO  Box  8096.  Reno,  NV  89507 


One  Earth, 
One  Chance. 


Sept.  2B,  1SB7 


Commanding  Officer 
Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
BOO  Commodore  Dr. 
San  Bruno,  CA   940G6-5008 

ATTN:   Sem  Dennis,  EPB  #1851 

RE:   draft  EIS  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes,  Naval  Air  Station 
Fallon,  Naveda 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis, 

This  letter  is  to  supplement  comments  made  by  the  Sierra  Club  and  myself  at  the  Sept.  it,  ibb?  public 
hearing  In  Reno,  NV  on  the  draft  EIS. 

We  appreciate  the  Navy  holding  a  hearing  In  Reno  on  the  draft  EIS.  Much  of  the  recreational  use  of  W. 
Nevada  public  lands  Is  made  by  the  80%  urban  residents  of  Nevada,  Including  the  Reno  metropolitan 
area. 

Unfortunately,  we  found  the  d£is  to  be  deficient  both  substantively  and  procedurally.  This  Is  a  common 
problem  when  environmental  documents  are  prepared  by  the  advocates  for  a  particular  public  land  use. 
InBtead  ol  the  federal  land  management  agency. 

1,    The  Navy  did  not  establish  the  purpose  of  end  need  for  action:    The  dElS  states  (p.i- 
11)  that  the  purposes  of  the  proposed  action  are  to  provide  the  necessary  land  area  so  the  Navy  can 
"change  and  improve  realistic  operational  and  strategic  combat  training  at  NAS  Fallon;  and  to  provide 
safety  buffer  zones  around  the  training  ranges.  Including  Navy  control  of  lands  containing  off-range 
ordinance.* 

A.  In  our  view,  the  practical  purpose  of  the  Navy  proposed  action  is  to  establish  a  new  Navy  ground 
troup  training  bsae  through  administrative  action  (public  land  withdrawal),  rather  than  through  specific 
Congressional  authorisation  for  a  new  ground  troup  training  basB.   This  is  an  improper  use  of  the  public 
land  use  planning  process  and  the  NEPA  process. 

B.  The  dEIS  did  not  establish  that  any  needed  "realistic"  ground  training  could  not  be  accomplished  on 
lands  already  withdrawn  by  the  NAS.  Fallon  or  on  the  other  4.000.DOO  acres  withdrawn  for  military 
use  in  Nevada.    Procedurally,  the  alternatives  considered  did  not  examine  whether  other  Navy  areas  or 
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cooperate  agreements.    Procedurally,  the  dEIS  la  In  error  for  not  having  an  alternative  without  • 
withdrawal,  but  with  a  cooperative  agreement  to  accomplish  Us  needs. 

D    Tha  dE.S  alao  tailed  to  consider  alternatives  which  could  have  sought  to  resoh/e  taMMA* 
Lean  the  military  mission  and  multiple  use  mandates  lor  public  lands  through  h 9  9Stab,l6h™"^a 
hS  mandated  NAS  Citizen's  Advisory  Board  or  through  a  request  to  tha  BUM'S  Resource  Advisory 
Councils  for  assistance. 

3      The  dEIS  tilled  to  consider  en  aHarnatlve  to  turn  over  Nevy  lend  acquired  In 
Dixie  Valley,  which  ere  eurrounded  by  public  lende.  to  the  BLH:  Tha  Navy  has  no 
authority  to  "own"  or  manage  any  lands  in  Dixie  Valley. 

A    The  Navy  acquired  private  lands  In  DWa  Valley  to  miilflata  the  Impacts  of  sonic  booms  and 
disruption  of  the  life  and  livelihoods  of  the  farmers  living  in  Dixie  Valley.   The  lands  were  not  acquired 
for  a  ground  troup  training  baBe. 

B.   Inholdings  within  public  lands  which  are  acquired  by  the  Navy  must  be  transferred  to  the  federal 
agency  controlling  the  surrounding  lands  unless  there  is  specific  authorizing  legislation  to  acquire  and 
manage  the  land  as  a  ground  troup  training  bBse.  Such  is  not  the  case  for  the  federal  appropriation  to 
acquire  the  private  Dixie  Valley  lands.  The  opposite  is  also  true:  It  BLM  had  acquired  lands  within 
Navy  owned  or  controlled  lands,  it  would  have  had  to  transfer  the  lands  to  the  Navy.     Therefore,  it  is 
questionable  whether  the  Navy  should  maintain  control  of  the  acquired  lands  In  Dixie  Valley,  which 
undermines  the  entire  dEIS. 

In  conclusion,  the  dEIS  has  not  reliably  established  a  rtaad  or  purposa  for  the  proposed  action.  The  range 
of  alternatives  In  the  dEIS  is  deficient.  The  proposed  action  Is  not  feasible.   The  legal  ownership  of  the 
acquired  lands  in  Dixie  Valley  on  which  the  large  withdrawal  Is  based  Is  questionable.  The  dEIS  is 
deficient  In  analyzing  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives. 

We  recommend  that  the  Navy  abandon  the  proposed  action  and  work  with  the  BUM  to  provide  for 
authorization  of  military  activities  which  are  compatible  with  multiple  uses  on  public  lands  which 
cannot  be  accomodated  on  either  existing  Navy  lands  or  on  other  public  lands  withdrawn  for  military 
uses  and  which  do  not  pass-  a  threat  to  public  health  and  safety.  Or,  If  this  cannot  be  accomplished,  the 
Navy  couid  seek  Congressional  support  for  federal  legislation  to  set  up  a  new  ground  troup  training  base 
on  public  lands  in  Western  and  Central  Nevada. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  supplemental  comments. 
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Sincerely, 


Rose  Strickland,  Chair 
Public  Lands  Committee 


cc:  Nevada  dalegation 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  DD 
Rose  Strickland,  Sierra  Club,  Toiyabe  Chapter 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  DD.  Letter  DD  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  DD  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  EE 


People  for  the  West' 

Northeait  Nevada  Chaptei 
P.O.  torn  5155       Elko,  Nevada  §9102 


August  16,  1997 

Naval  Force  Engineering  Command 
Engineer  Field  Activities  West 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Regarding:  Extension  of  the  comment  period  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Publie  Land  for  Range  Safety  and  Training 
Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada 

Dear  Mr.  Sam  Dennis: 

The  questions  raised  in  the  Draft  EIS,  associated  with  this  Military  Operations  Area  document, 
are  extensive  and  require  additional  time  for  the  thorough  inclusion  of  comments  and  inquiries 
of  citizens  and  local  governments  on  the  proposed  impacts  on  rural  Nevada  zones. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  defense  of  our  nation  is  a  primary  concern  to  all  of  us.  However,  when 
there  are  publics  that  stand  to  be  directly  impacted  in  potentially  negative  ways  by  the  expanding 
presence  and  requirements  of  government  planning,  then  their  concerns  must  have  ample  time  to 
be  heard.  Quality  planning  on  the  front-end  of  projects  leads  to  sustained  decisions. 

We  support  a  90  day  extension  of  the  comment  period  which  allows  for  the  proper  hearing 
of  nil  viewpoints.  Citizens  are  not  devoting  each  day  to  keeping  abreast  of  the  vast  number  of 
government  documents  implicating  actions  and  policies  they  must  live  with.  Time  is  needed  to 
digest  these  documents  and  involve  ourselves  in  intelligent  dialogue.  Dialogue  is  what  our 
democrat  process  is  based  upon. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  call  upon  you  to  implement  our  request. 


EE-1 


I 
I 

1 
1 


I 

t 

I 
I 
I 

t 
I 
I 

I 
I 
1 

I 

1 


I 
1 
I 
I 
I 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  EE 
Leta  Collard,  People  for  the  West,  Northeast  Nevada  Chapter 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  EE.  Letter  EE  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  EE  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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October  9, 1997 

CERTIFIED  MAIL  Z705072453 
RETURN  RECEIPT  REQUESTED 


Commanding  Officer,  Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Attn.:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis 

Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno  CA  94066-5006 

Re:      Proposed  Land  Withdrawal  for  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Fallon 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

I'm  writing  this  letter  on  behalf  of  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  and  the  Western 
Utility  Group,  and  on  behalf  of  both  entities,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  allowing  us  to 
comment  on  the  draft  EIS  for  the  proposed  withdrawal  for  NAS  Fallon.  For  your 
information,  the  Western  Utility  Group  is  a  consortium  of  investor-owned  utilities  in  the 
11  western  states. 

With  this  letter  I  wish  to  address  the  issue  of  the  existing  utility  corridor  that 
traverses  the  proposed  withdrawal  area  east  to  west,  north  of  Hwy.  50  in  the  Bravo  17 
area.  Utility  corridors  were  established  on  public  lands  through  the  FLPMA  planning 
process  in  cooperation  with  the  various  federal  land  resources  management  agencies.  This 
particular  corridor  was  established  in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
Carson,  Battle  Mountain  and  Ely  Districts.  A  brief  review  of  the  corridors  within  the 
State  of  Nevada  would  show  that  there  is  only  one  east-west  corridor  designated  through 
central  Nevada.  In  the  Bravo  17  area,  I  would  refer  you  to  the  Labontan  Resource 
Management  Plan.  This  corridor  is  not  for  the  sole  use  of  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company, 
but  for  all  utilities.  Other  utilities  may  include  telephone,  natural  gas  pipeline  or  other 
electric  energy  companies.  Limiting  the  height  of  any  structures  within  the  corridor  to  50 
feet  in  effect  renders  the  corridor  useless  for  electric  transmission.  The  two  existing 
transmission  lines  in  the  Bravo  17  area  are  both  230  kV.  The  top  of  the  structures  for 
those  lines  varies  between  50  and  70  feet.  If  a  utility  was  desirous  of  constructing  a  higher 
voltage  line,  say  in  the  345  kV  to  500  kV  range,  tower  heights  would  range  between  80  to 
100  feet  in  height.  The  loss  of  this  corridor  due  to  the  height  restrictions  could  affect  the 
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Mr.  Sam  Dennis 
October  9, 1997 
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future  transmission  and  delivery  of  economical  energy  to  western  Nevada  and  within  the 
Western  Power  Grid.  As  such  it  is  extremely  important  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  this 
corridor. 

Neither  Sierra  Pacific  nor  the  Western  Utility  Group  wishes  to  impend  the  Navy  in  f  p- 1 

creating  a  first  class  training  facility,  however,  the  plan  for  the  corridor  as  presented  in  the 
draft  EIS  is  not  acceptable.  I'd  be  very  willing  to  meet  with  your  planners  and  the  BLM 
to  discuss  alternatives  for  preserving  the  corridor  either  in  its  present  location  or  a 
mutually  agreeable  alternate  location.  Please  call  me  at  (702)  689-4432  to  arrange  a 
meeting  or  you  have  any  questions. 


Sincerely, 


foert  J.  Edwards 
Manager,  Right-of-Way/Real  Property 


RJE/bk 

cc:       Mr.  Charles  Pope 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
5665  Morgan  Mill  Road 
Carson  City  NV  89701 

CarlBarnett 

Western  Utility  Group 

PacifiCorp 

Property  Management  1030 

920  SW  Sixth  Avenue 

Portland  OR  97204 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  FF 
Robert  J.  Edwards,  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  FF.  Letter  FF  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  FF  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment        Response  Location 
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Letter  QG 


PASUTE 


October  10,  1997 


Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066-5006 

attn:   Mr.  Sam  Dennis,  Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

RE:     DEIS:  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

^iri?,8?8'  a  Wh0lly  ownBd  subBid,arV  of  Southwest  Gas  Corporation,  operates 
JS1  1H fi  pr«SUJ;e  natUral  8as  transmlsslon  mains  in  Northern  Nevada.  One  of 
UMMmMw.  an  B  high  pressure  pipeline,  currently  passes  through  both  Category  "A* 

^SSSl Z  "1?  the  .0aSt  °f  thB  flXlStlnB  M9  bQmbinfl  ranflQ'  The  pipeline 
confHcts  w.th  the  withdrawal  In  Section  35  T,  16  N.,  R.  20  E.,  Section  1  T  15  N™ 

l«Hn^lnnrhLlamt?nS  !'  I  amJ'  T'  1B  N"  R'  31  E"    Approximately  3  miles  of 
Pipeline  In  Churchill  County  is  effected  In  all  Alternatives  proposed  in  the  DEIS 
Please  refer  to  the  enclosed  map  for  the  exact  location. 

The  pipeline  in  concern  was  Installed  in  1964  and  is  thin  wall  steel  pipe.  Due  to  the 

aTordt^  Pip8',nB  and  l k!  relat,ve,y  shBllow  depth  in  some  fattens,  the  use  of 
1ZZ  ™       °1  °r  n?Vhl*  pipe  cou,d  bB  detrimental,   In  addition,  any  sudden 

SSne  ThTmlJI ,and  8lidBa,  CaUMd  bV  °rdinanCe  te$tln8  wou,d  als°  *****  the 
2K?  m   mf nanCB  road  Blone  the  P|De,fna  right  of  way  crosses  over  the 

Pipeline  ,n  some  locations.  If  large  military  vehicles  were  to  use  this  road,  additional 
cover  across  this  pipeline  would  be  required  to  protect  it.  wwmonai 

Xnnel'amreL^d'Vn  ^  SCCeSS  lnt°  th8  Pr°p0Sed  restrlctBd  area-  P™»'* 
S5FZL  i!i  2 Tfom  an  annual  land  Patrot  qf  tha  Pipeline.  Additional 

Ef.  Setimu  r8qU  rBd  durlna  the  normaI  Dperatfon  and  maintenance  o  the 
KKSl;       Ut6  r-Uld  raqu,ra  8C0flSS  to  the  «irlo*d  area  for  such  operational  and 

Zui  L  ^iH°t,V;t,fl8  "£  proper  not,ficatlon  t0  FNAS*  This  ratmS  Say  Si 
required  outside  of  normal  business  hours. 


P.O.  Box  ]  190/Carson  City  NV  89702-1190 
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1 

If  requBsted,  Palute  would  provide  alternatives  to  prevent  this  conflict  with  tha  land  m 

withdrawal.  One  alternative,  the  relocation  of  the  existing  pipeline,  would  require  1 

extensive  consideration,  design  and  construction  and  would  be  the  financial  G6'3      m 
responsibility  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  matter  or  would  like  to  discuss  this  further, 

SfSJf iJ?!Sl*1Bt  V°Uf  corrBSP°nc<fince  to  me  at  the  above  address  or  cell  me 
at  l/UZJ  oH7-274l. 


^Slncerelyt 

Paul  C.  Beck,  E.I.T. 
Transmission  Engineer 
Palute  Pipeline 

enclosure 

pcbiPCB 

o.       A.  Trevino 

M.  Bartholomew 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  GG 
Paul  C.  Beck,  Paiute  Pipeline  Company 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  GG.  Letter  GG  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  GG  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation  Response  Location 


GG-1  24b 

GG-2  24b 

GG-3  24b 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter  HH 


DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  COMMENTS 

WITHDRAWAL  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  FOR  RANGE  SAFETY  AND  TRAINING  PURPOSES 
NAVAL  AIR  STATION  FALLON,  NEVADA 
June  1997 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Navy 

The  following  comments  are  in  regards  to  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  document  titled  "Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes,  Naval  Air  Station, 
Fallon,  Nevada,"  June  1997. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  Fallon  Naval  Air 
Station's  (NAS  Fallon)  proposal  to  withdraw  certain  public  lands 
in  central  Nevada,  for  military  training  uses.  I  trust  that  the 
Navy  will  seriously  take  my  comments  into  consideration. 

After  W.W.II  many  military  facilities  in  the  western  United  States 
were  deactivated.  The  Cold  war  brought  about  a  reopening  and 
expansion  of  many  of  these  facilities .  Now  that  the  Cold  War  is 
winding  down  the  military  is  continuing  its  request  for  the 
expansion  of  training  ranges  in  the  West  that  began  well  before 
the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  I  believe  that  further  expansions  are  no 
longer  justified.   Though  the  military  is  vital  to  the  defense  of 
this  nation,  it  is  essential  that  the  people  of  this  country  keep 
in  mind  that  it  is  an  institution  whose  expansive  desires  should 
be  checked. 

The  federal  guidelines  for  performing  an  Environmental  Impact 
Study,  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  are 
spelled  out  in  the  section  of  the  U.S  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
that  covers  the  Presidents'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality.  The 
Council's  regulations  are  found  in  Title  40,  Part  1502.   Section 
1502.15  explains  the  requirement  that  the  BIS  should  describe  the 
affected  environment. 

Under  all  the  Navy's  public  land  withdrawal  proposal  alternatives, 
except  for  the  "No  Action  Alternative,"  the  DEIS  indicates  that 
the  2,765  acre  Shoal  site  would  be  withdrawn  for  integrated  air 
and  ground  training  activities.  The  center  of  the  Shoal  site  is 
located  approximately  27.7  miles  southeast  of  Fallon,  Nevada  and 
approximately  six  miles  west -southwest  of  the  Navy's  existing 
Brovo  17  Training  Range,  It  includes  the  area  called  Gote  Flat  in 
the  northern  part  of  the  Sand  Springs  Mountain  Range.   Presently, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
records  indicate  that  the  Shoal  site  is  land  which  is  under  the 
administration  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy's  Nevada 
Operations  office  (DOE/NV)  in  North  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  DOE/NV 
records  indicate  that  the  Navy's  Fallon  Naval  Air  station  has  been 
interested  in  obtaining  control  of  the  Shoal  site  since  the  late 
1960s.  (2) 

Chapter  three  of  the  NAS  Fallon  DEIS  deals  with  the  existing 
environment  and  section  3.8  deals  with  the  existing  land  use. 
Section  3.8.1.4,  dealing  with  the  proposed  land  withdrawal  of  the 
Shoal  site,  consist  of  two  short  paragraphs  at  the  top  of 
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page  3-32.  The  last  sentence  in  this  section  briefly  mentions 
that  an  " . . .early  underground  nuclear  test  explosion. . . "  was 
conducted  at  the  site.  No  date  or  other  information  is  provided, 
in  the  nearly  three-pound  DEIS,  that  further  describes  this 
significant  event  and  its  existing  or  potential  future 
environmental  impacts , 

The  explosion  of  a  nuclear  weapon  type  device  is  functionally 
equivalent  to  the  explosion  of  a  small  nuclear  reactor  and  both 
leave  substantial  quantities  of  radioactive  contaminates,  one  of 
which  will  remain  hazardous  for  tens  of  thousands  of  years.  These 
are  similar  to  the  materials  which  may  end  up  encased  in  multiple 
engineered  barriers,  deep  in  the  bowels  of  Yucca  Mountain  which 
has  not  yet  been  approved  as  a  suitable  place  to  dispose  of 
high-level  nuclear  wastes. 

During  the  last  16  years  that  NAS  Fallon  has  prepared  and 
distributed  EIS  documentation  on  its  land  withdrawal  plans,  the 
Navy  has  rarely  mentioned  the  existence  of  a  nuclear  explosion 
cavity  beneath  the  surface  of  the  Shoal  site.  Similarly,  they 
never  bothered  to  mention  that  significant  quantities  of  nuclear 
waste  lie  buried  there.  The  existence  of  this  waste  will  require 
that  the  site  be  monitored  for  tens  of  thousands  of  years.  I 
believe  that  the  omission  of  such  information,  in  the  DEIS,  was  no 
accident . 

The  Shoal  event  involved  the  detonation  of  a  nuclear  explosive 
device,  at  a  depth  of  1,205  feet  below  the  surface  of  Gote  Plat  on 
October  26,  1963.   It  was  conducted  by  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  (AEC)  for  the  Department  of  Defense's  Advanced  Research 
Project  Agency's  VELA  UNIFORM  program.  The  fission  explosion 
produced  an  energy  yield  of  12.5  kilotons  which  was  about  80%  of 
the  energy  released  by  the  bomb  that  was  dropped  on  Hiroshima, 
Japan.  At  that  time,  the  personnel  at  NAS  Fallon  must  have  been 
aware  of  the  test  since  the  AEC's  public  relations  people  put  on 
quite  a  show  in  the  Fallon  community.  On  Sunday,  13^ February 
1994,  the  Reno  Gazette-Journal  did  a  large  spread  that  described 
the  test  site  and  the  location  of  the  radioactive  debris  that  lies 
buried  there.  On  August  1996,  the  DOE/NV  issued  a  fifteen  pound 
EIS  on  the  Nevada  Test  Site  {NTS)  which  devoted  at  least  ten  pages 
to  describing  some  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Shoal  test. 
(1)   During  the  last  couple  of  years  the  DOE/NV' s  Environmental 
Management  Division  has  expended  over  a  million  dollars  in  an 
effort  to  better  understand  the  fate  of  the  radioactive 
contamination  at  the  site.  During  the  fall  of  1996,  four 
groundwater  monitoring  wells  were  drilled,  round  the  clock,  right 
next  to  the  access  road  that  Navy  personnel  drive  on  their  almost 
daily  rounds  to  service  radar  equipment  on  a  nearby  hill.  NAS 
Fallon  had  to  be  aware  that  this  site  was  the  focus  of  a  major 
environmental  research  effort  associated  with  the  contamination 
left  by  the  Shoal  nuclear  test.  Despite  all  this  recent  activity, 
the  Navy's  public  presentations  on  the  16th  and  17th  of  September, 
never  mentioned  any  ongoing  environmental  research  at  the  site  or 
even  the  existence  of  buried  nuclear  waste  at  that  location. 

The  Cooperating  Agency,  in  the  production  of  the  NAS  Fallon  EIS, 
was  the  ELM.   The  Carson  City  District  BLM  office  administers  the 
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<*ite  to  the  public  domain,  due  to  tne  existence  "£"■****... 
contaSnation.  Apparently,  they  feel  ^  5f  *f  ^^J^tSt 
ij-wHtv  which  they  can  not  afford  to  take  on.  I  suggest  cnat 
Sf  SftbSf p^.  »re  octiv.  roi.  in  the  ^M»  *  the 

NAS  Fallon  EIS  so  that  its  knowledge  and  concerns,  of  the 
Sciential environmental  liabilities  of  the  Shoal  site,  are  . 
reflected  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  BLM  should  also  raise  the  issue 
that  it  Say  be  improper  to  transfer  the  administration  of  this 
pSticular  piece  of  property  until  the  DOE  has  completed  its 
environmental  program  at  the  site- 

on  page  4-128  and  4-129  of  the  NTS  EIS  is  a  table  which  lists  the 
tvoes  and  radioactive  quantities  of  radionuclides  which  were 
ejected  to  be  left  by  approximately  38%  of  the  NTS  underground 
nuclear  explosions  as  of  1  January  1994,  The  total  quantity  of 
radioactivity,  left  from  all  800+  NTS  underground  tests  is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  300,000,000  Curies.  (1) 

Based  upon  my  rough  estimates,  the  Shoal  test  may  have  left  a  bit 
more  than  a  half  kilogram  of  fission  products  including  ceaium-137 
and  strontium-90.  One  DOE/NV  technical  report  suggest  that  up  to 
3,000,000  Curies  of  tritium  may  have  been  produced  by  the 
explosion.  (2)  There  is  also  a  strong  possibility  that  something 
like  two  kilograms  of  unfissioned  plutonium-239  may  be  left  in  the 
rock  debris  that  exist  at  the  bottom  of  the  blast  cavity.  Since 
it  is  totally  impractical,  from  an  economic  and  safety  standpoint, 
to  attempt  a  cleanup  of  this  mess,  it  is  essential _ that  knowledge 
of  the  site  be  retained  so  as  to  discourage  entry  into  the 
subsurface  contaminated  areas. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  deposited  nuclear  waste  materials 
present  any  risk  to  ongoing  operations  on  the  surface  of  the  site. 
I  do  believe  that  it  is  exceedingly  important  to  preserve  the 
memory  of  what  happened  here  and  that  appears  to  be  a  position  the 
Navy  has  no  interest  in.  I  have  proposed  that  such  sites  be 
listed  in  the  U.S.  Department  o£  the  Interiors'  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  Such  an  action  would  utilize  a  federal  agency 
that  has  strong  interests  in  preserving  a  broad  range  of  U.S. 
historical  events.  Some  other  agencies,  including  the  Navy  and 
the  DOE,  have  a  well  known  tendency  to  be  a  bit  more  selective 
when  it  comes  to  recording  and  otherwise  preserving  their  history. 

ihe  DEIS  briefly  mentioned  that  the  Navy  works  with  the  DOE  in 
regards  to  their  joint  activities  at  the  Shoal  site.   If  this  is 
so  I  would  expect  to  see  some  references  to  DOE  documents  in  the 
reference  section,  instead,  I  found  numerous  references  to  other 
federal  agency  documents  but  not  a  single  reference  to  a  DOE 
document.   I  found  this  to  be  odd  since  the  DOE  has  a  collection 
of  dozens  of  reports  that  deal  with  the  Shoal  site.   The  Navy 
should  consider  incorporating  the  references, 
my  comments,  into  their  Final  EIS  document. 
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listed  at  the  end  of 


Section  3.7  of  Chapter  three  describes  the  cultural  resources 
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associated  with  the  various  proposed  land  withdrawals.  Some  of 
the  cultural  resources  mentioned  here  are  listed  in  Appendix  G. 
Archeological  Sites  and  Surveys,  Table  G-2,  on  pages  G-4  through 
G-6,  lists  Cultural  Resources  Surveys  Conducted  at  NAS  Fallon. 
The  last  entry,  on  the  bottom,  list  the  gz  Canyon  Guzzler  No.  1. 
This  is  located  in  the  canyon  that  serves  as  the  entrance  to  the 
Shoal  underground  test  site.  GZ  is  an  acronym  for  Ground  Zero 
which  refers  to  the  surface  point  above  the  detonation  point.  The 
term  Guzzler  refers  to  special  watering  troughs  which  were 
emplaced  to  aid  in  the  support  of  certain  wildlife  species  in  the 
area.  No  other  cultural  resources  were  listed  for  the  Shoal  test 
area.  Clearly,  places  such  as  nuclear  explosion  sites  are  not 
considered,  by  the  Navy,  worth  remembering.   I  believe  that 
nuclear  test  sites  deserve  to  be  marked,  recorded  and  preserved  as 
cultural  resources.  They  are  not  going  to  simply  fade  away  as 
would  a  wooden  shack  which  is  left  to  rot.  To  my  mind,  a  watering 
trough  is  not  nearly  as  significant  as  a  historic  nuclear 
explosion  and  the  legacy  of  radioactive  waste  that  it  bequeaths 
future  generations. 

one  of  the  Navy's  stated  justifications  for  the  withdrawal  of 
additional  lands  is  based  upon  the  uncertainty  of  locating  and 
disposing  of  all  off-range  ordinance,  including  expended  ordinance 
fragments.   The  safety  risk,  associated  with  such  lost  materials, 
appears  to  be  almost  nil.  This  is  a  problem  that  resulted,  for 
the  most  part,  from  past  Navy  training  operations.  Though  recent 
training  practices  have  reduced  the  likelihood  of  additions  to  the 
existing  problem,  these  practices  are  unable  to  eliminate  the 
possibly  of  ordinance  fragments  leaving  the  boundaries  of  the 
existing  training  ranges.  The  Navy  and  the  BLM  seem  to  have  come 
to  an  agreement  suggesting  that  withdrawal  of  public  lands, 
surrounding  some  of  the  training  ranges,  is  the  beat  way  to  deal 
with  the  problem.  This  would  provide  the  Navy  with  expanded  use 
and  administrative  control  of  the  marginal  properties. 
Apparently,  this  aids  the  BLM  which  is  presently  responsible  for 
maintaining  safe  public  access  to  the  surrounding  properties. 
This  move  makes  sense  for  the  BLM,  an  agency  that  can't  afford  to 
deal  with  the  liabilities  associated  with  another  agency's 
mistakes.  The  result  is  that  these  public  lands  are  being  lost  to 
the  control  of  more  powerful  federal  agencies  such  as  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  the  Department  of  Energy. 

I  believe  the  wrong  message  is  being  sent  to  federal  agencies  who 
spoiled  the  public  commons  in  the  name  of  national  security.  The 
message  that  these  spoiling  agencies  are  getting  is  that  the  price 
of  the  spoilage  is  a  gift  which  allows  them  to  retain  long-term 
control  and  use  of  lands  that  were  formerly  open  public  property. 
This  practice  is  increasingly  justified  on  the  basis  that  such   j 
public  restrictions  and  controls  are  essential  to  protect  the 
public  from  harm.  More  members  of  the  public  should  start  asking! 
if  they  are  giving  up  precious  open  spaces  which  will  be  utilized! 
in  ways  which  will  preclude  their  return  to  the  public  domain  in  i 
the  future.  The  public  should  realize  that  the  cost  of  cleanup   i 
comes  out  of  their  pockets ,  and  the  federal  government  can ' t 
completely  clean  up  many  sites  because  the  public's  pocket  is  not! 
limitless. 
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In  addition,  the  Final  EIS  should  contain  much  mors  data 
concerning  the  biological  effects  of  fiber-glass  chaff  upon  desert 
wildlife  and  potential  human  receptors.  This  is  likely  to  require 
studies  that  could  potentially  delay  the  issuance  of  the  final 
document.  I  believe  such  studies  are  worth  the  risk.  The  fact 
that  hundred  of  square  miles  of  our  western  deserts  are  being 
littered  with  this  unnatural  contaminant  justifies  much  more 
extensive  studies.  Alternatives  to  the  glass  fibers  which 
bio-degrade  need  to  be  given  much  more  serious  consideration. 

The  Presidents'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations 
states  at  40  CFR  1502.2(g)  that  "Environmental  impact  statements 
Shall  serve  as  the  means  of  assessing  the  environmental  impact  of 
proposed  actions,  rather  than  justifying  decisions  already  made." 
Another  section  states  that  the  EIS  is  to  " [rjigorously  explore 
and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives ...  *  (40  CFR 
1502. 14 [a]) .  And  a  third  section  states  that  the  EIS  should 
"[ijnclude  the  alternative  of  no  action"  {40  CFR1502.i4[d] ) . 
Page  2-8  of  the  NAS  Fallon  DEIS  states  " [t]he  No  Action 
Alternative  does  not  meet  the  mission  evaluation  criteria; 
therefore  it  is  not  a  reasonable  alternative  for  purposes  of  this 
action."  In  reviewing  several  DOE  EIS's,  and  this  Navy  DEIS  in 
particular,  I  have  noticed  that  the  No  Action  Alternative  is 
always  treated  in  the  same  manner  and  with  nearly  identical 
statements.  It  seems  as  if  it  has  become  a  standard,  accepted 
practice  to  treat  the  No  Action  Alternative  as  if  it  were 
completely  unreasonable  and  offhandedly  dismiss  it  in  a  brief 
paragraph  or  two.  To  me,  this  represents  the  justification  of 
decisions  which  have  already  been  made.  It  is  clear  to  me  that 
this  and  other  EIS's  that  I  have  reviewed  have  become  little  more 
than  sales  tools  used  to  justify  decisions  that  the  lead  agency 
wishes  to  finalize.  The  fact  that  there  is  documented  evidence 
that  NAS  Fallon  has,  for  three  decades,  desired  the  withdrawal _ of 
the  Shoal  site  for  its  own  use  suggests  to  me  that  we  are  dealing 
with  decisions  that  well  precede  the  initiation  of  the  NAS  Fallon 
Master  Land  Withdrawal  proposal,  sixteen  years  ago.  (2) 

For  forty  years  the  Cold  War  provided  the  justification  for  a 
massive  expansion  of  this  nations1  military- industrial -academic 
complex.  Now  that  many  of  the  past  justifications  no  longer 
garner  the  popular  support  they  once  did,  military  bases  in 
densely  populated  and  highly  visible  areas  of  the  country  have 
been  closed.  One  result  has  been  the  transfer  of  training 
operations  to  politically-weak  regions  of  the  western  deserts. 
This  has  provided  many  bases,  including  NAS  Fallon,  with  new 
justifications  for  the  further  expansion  of  their  already- 
expansive  training  ranges.  The  time  has  come  for  the  common 
citizens  of  this  nation  to  legally  regain  access  to  many  of  the 
public  lands  that  began  to  be  reserved  for  military  uses  a 
half -century  ago-  Popular  support  for  this  position  has  been 
increasing  since  the  fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall. 

A  reasonable  start  should  involve  efforts  to  halt  the  new 
acquisition  of  public  lands  by  the  military.  They  already  have 
garnered  ample  land  resources  which  could  be  better  utilised  if 
there  was  more  sharing  and  less  inter-service  rivalry.   I 
therefore  call  on  NAS  Fallon  to  adopt  the  No  Action  Alternative  as 
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the  preferred  alternative  and  I  urge  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to 
choose  the  No  Action  Alternative  for  the  BIS  Record  of  Decision 
(ROD) . 


07  October  1997 


UY\'M 


Sincerely, 

Vernon  J.  Brechin 

PO  Box  7052 

Menlo  Park,  CA  94026-7052  USA 
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Letter  II 


Abigail  C  Johnson 

617  Terrace  Street 

Carson  City,  Nevada  89703 


October  10,  199? 

Cortimanding  Officer 

Engineer  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006 

Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis,  Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

Dear  Mr  Dennis 

HHtS-Sl  m°™i *™ts  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for 
Mon!N2  *"*  SBfety  "* 1W|**  Purp°seS  at  NavaI  A"*hi 

1.  The  scoping  for  this  EIS  did  not  include  the  proposal  to  do  ground  training  in  Dixie  Valley 
TWs  should  have  been  stated  from  the  beginning,  and  the  DEIS  is  deficient  because  the  Navy  does 
not  present  alternatives  to  the  training. 

2.  WMe  the  Navy  has  met  the  letter  of  the  law  in  terms  of  comment  period  for  this  document  I 
was  distressed  to  discover  at  the  Nevada  Association  of  Counties  meeting  in  Elko  at  the  end  of 
September  that  two  county  commission*,  White  Pine  and  Mineral,  had  not  received  the  DEIS 
Mineral  County  was  not  even  aware  of  the  proposal  at  all.  The  Navy  did  an  inadequate  job  of 
outreach  to  local  governments  in  rural  Nevada   The  Navy's  unwillingness  to  extend  the  comment 
deadline i  a  the  face  of  this  inadequate  outreach  is  disturbing,  and  does  not  portend  well  for  the 
future  of  county  Navy  relations. 

3.  The  Navy  should  adopt  a  policy  of  only  using  lands  it  already  controls  and  lands  that  are 
already  contaminated.  No  new  contamination. 

4.  The  Navy  should  work  cooperatively  with  other  branches  of  the  military  In  Nevada  whp  also 
control  land  and  airspace  to  share  existing  resources  rather  than  acquiring  more.  In  times  of  war 
the  public  expects  the  military  branches  to  cooperate.  Making  this  a  peacetime  practice  is 
essentia!  to  being  prepared  for  war. 
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5   The  Navy  is  piecemealing  the  take  over  of  central  Nevada.  The  threat  emitters  are  the 
beginning,  The  proposed  MOS  for  Diamond,  Ducfcwater  and  Smokey  are  evidence  of  the  gradual 
takeover  and  control  by  the  miUtary  in  central  Nevada.  This  will  ultimately  lead  to  the  slow 
strangulation  of  the  small  towns  and  way  of  life  of  the  communities  of  central  Nevada,  such  as 
Austin,  Eureka,  and  Ely.  The  DEIS  is  inadequate  because  it  does  not  address  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  this  control  over  tune  on  the  economies  and  well  being  of  these  communities. 

6.  The  Navy  should  not  be  allowed  to  put  any  equipment  or  threat  emitters  under  the  Diamond 
Duckwater,  and  Smokey  MQAs. 

7   The  environmental  justice  discussion  is  inadequate.  It  does  not  address  the  impacts  of  the 
ground  training  in  Dixie  Valley  on  the  Stillwater  area  native  Americans.  This  area  is  a  traditional 
recreation  area  for  them,  accessing  the  area  through  back  roads.  This  loss  of  recreation  should  be 
compensated.  The  impacts  of  changing  the  B-16  flight  patterns  on  the  Walker  River  tribe  are  not 
adequately  discussed,  and  the  Navy  should  have  held  a  hearing  in  Schurz  to  get  input  from  the 
tribe.  Finally,  environmental  justice  means  not  putting  disproportional  impacts  on  a  population 
This  proposal  unfairly  targets  rural  communities  and  individuals.  This  should  be  acknowledged 
and  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

8.  The  DEIS  states  that  if  any  of  the  200  ground  training  events  per  year  conflict  with  the  public 
's  use  of  the  area,  the  ground  training  will  be  relocated.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Navy  will  be 
willing  to  reschedule  training  and  defer  to  members  of  the  public, 

9.  Many  of  the  confusions  and  concerns  raised  by  the  scoping  and  presentation  of  this  DEIS 
could  be  addressed  through  a  local  committee  made  up  of  all  the  interests  of  the  area,  not  just  the 
ones  the  Navy  wants  represented 

10.  The  Navy  should  do  a  programmatic  EIS  which  thoroughly  studies  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
the  activities  likely  to  occur  in  the  near  and  far  future  as  a.  result  of  military  activity  in  Nevada. 

1 1 .  The  DEIS  states  that  recreation  loss  cannot  be  compensated.  This  is  not  the  case,  and  is  not 
a  responsible  position  fbr  the  Navy  to  take 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  point  of  yiew. 


Sincerely, 

Abigail  C  Johnson^ 
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Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

PERSONAL  STATEMENT 

foot  pnnts  and  ofroads  at  the  edges  ofCategotyBJands  concerns  mc 

™SS t0  thS  ^f  °n  °f  r0adwayS' the  potentia!  of  the  Navy  baving  exclusive  contrcl  of 
pubhc  land  proposed  for  withdrawal  concerns  me.  JcwmraioT 

tt.e  Navy  s  statements  concerning  the  need  to  close  Jaxid  for  public  safety  or  fining. 
INTRODUCTION 

S^  T  !T  ?S?ri  ™l" shDwins  «**  and/Dr  "«*"•  TT^  a«  no  legal  descriptions  of  the 
lands  included.  To  determine  what  was  going  on  each  withdrawal  was  Blotted  on  «?nl^7Z 

That  constant  repetition  of  inclusion  of  one  to  wo  miles  of  toadwava  «eiwrf  «r«m«       n    b  .,     .. 

™S"2.  fer,™ny  r03dS  rt  the  ^  *«**■*»!  areas  Further,  Mmrf ^nSJ.^T^ 
established  preasdy  in  order  to  include  those  roads  and  prevent  the  nbtk  SZmSL wl^,f 
land  adjacent  to  the  bombing  ranges.  accessing  large  tracks  of 

^SVmS£  ^  °f  ISnd  adjflCBnt  w  the  m** San*  *■  BLM  wants  to  keep  people  off?  b  that 

The  following  are  discussions  of  my  concerns: 

SE£  T^t^  ^CLmEti  «  THE  WITHDRAWAL 
SSSSST  SHOULD  N°T  HAVE  C0N™L  °*  ACCESS  ROADS 


Post-it*  Fax  Mate  7BJ-;     JSE 
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WHAT  ROADS  ARE  INCLUDED 

IN  THE 

NAVY  WITHDRAWALS 


INTRODUCTION 


Oaegory  A  withdrawals  m  where  ordnance  was  found.  The  Navy  wants  these  areas  closed  for  public 
findta  wayT Sure       ^  A  *"*""* *" *"  ^ ^^  W  ^ *"d UDJie  " ^cted  to 

Category  B  wididrawals  are  in  land  the  Navy  wants  for  training  purposes.  The  DEIS  says  that  Navy 
management  of  Category  B  would  be  consistent  with  BLM  regulations  and  would  continue  current 
management  purposes,  ft  also  says,  "the  withdrawal ..  is  designed  to ...  increase  cornel  and 

53ES  <JE ES  < h  US  P'*?,^  man,^S  CaW?aTy  B  ,ands'  "^  **»«&  «»»  open 
5.SJ PM 3  ^  USe§  *0  rtSmCtKi if  ** Sf&Cl °PeraClons 0r safety- 

I^SSSm  lIl?rtftf*£?,W  A  (d0Sed  aCCe55)  md  Categ°^  B  (comrolled  «««*  the  DEIS  lists 
MM  3  ***«*:   An  'ordnance  sweep"  identified  areas  with  existing  ordnance.   The  HAZARD  Ly 

SK^ST?1  J£"  TtalP*  COT*"*n«^  •"**«  ^  which  might  be  WtbTriS 
The  RAICUZ  study  is  the  olda  study  of  noise  and  possible  conttmination.  °ynrocnet. 

S^to^m9pta  ^ COmn,entS fae]ow  arc «""* «  Alternative II.  "the 
preferred  plan.    If  Alternative  I  or  m  is  chosen  the  withdrawal  area  and  losses  to  the  pnblic  will  be 

B-17,  SOUTH  OF  HIGHWAY  50 

J2SKSSES  »°fWeSl^?-17  BeU  Canyon  *■* the  Be|1  *"  to*  and  the  Slate  Mountain 
Road  Y  off  of  State  Highway  S39  (the  ScheeUte  Road).  Bell  Canyon  Road  goes  into  CwJ* k, Zs 

I™*.6"!?1"  K,°c?  T  f0r  2  mi,es  no  fBrther  than  W  mile  lnslde  ««  boundary  of  Category  A  This  road 
£?.£  SL S'^M°Unlain  and  *°es  *  Bel  J  F1*  «■  ■*  other  side  of  s£  MouST  The  area 

?S^R?ZSWe?!  **  aidnanCe  (Figure  3'13>  No  «*«"»  *«*  found  where  LTad 
Y  ■  off  the  Soeelite  Road  (Figure  1-5).  The  HAZARD  study  does  not  identify  this ^«  m  ^ ^ 
potenual  ordnance  contamination  either  (Figure  7  -3  and  Ap£nd£  tSSSSSS  mSS  is  at 

whS^S^^fg^ 

The  Slate  Mountain  Road  begins  outside  of  Category  A  but  about  a  mile  of  <rCm««c<  ,  ^ 

no  raore  thau  %  mile  from  the  boundary.  Walkinearaund  SSSh^T.  ?  VT?      5?  CaW*0fy  A' 

easi  across  the  vaUey  md  goes  to  3^12^      ?   *»*tay  is  also  2  miles.  The  road  bears 
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Slate  Mine  fa  mint,  not  a  road),  is  shown  on  the  Nevada  Map  Atlas,  Nevada  Department  of 
Transportation,  as  being  1  1/4  miles  south  of  the  HAZARD  footprint  (Figure  1-3  and  Appendix  D 
Addendum  Page  3)  and  1/4  mile  outside  Category  A.  However,  The  Nevada  Adas  and  Gazetteer 
DeLomie,  shows  this  mine  to  be  within  Category  A~right  on  the  border.  The  Genera]  Location  of 
Mining  Claims  (Figure  H-I)  indices  there  is  a  claim  in  the  area-probably  the  Slate  Mine    Whichever 
location  is  correct  for  the  mine,  it  is  not  within  the  foot  prints  of  either  the  HAZARD  nor  the  RAICUZ 
studies,  No  ordnance  was  found  in  this  area.  However,  Category  A  was  extended  a  mile  south 
presumably  to  include  this  mine,   A  comment  was  made  in  the  public  hearing  about  this  mine,  Mitigation 
ftfW9l9PWfr  Give  up  the  additional  1  mile  south  and  3  miles  east/west,  which  by  your  documBnts 
presents  do  danger  to  the  public, 

SUMMARY  OF  EFFECTS.  Eight  square  mites  are  included  In  Category  A,  that  need  not  be.  The  reads 
access  approximately  20  more  square  miles.  An  alternate  route  is  available  into  these  areas.  Itissliahtlv 

geode  fteld.  The  Slate  Mountain  Road  and  Slate  Mountain  offer  some  of  die  only  meuunorphic  rocks 
found  in  the  area.  Both  are  roads  are  often  used  to  access  these  areas  favored  by  rock  hounds. 

Not  one  piece  of  documentation  indicates  or  even  suggests  that  (here  is  a  public  safety  factor  requiring  the 
two  roads  or  Slate  Mine  be  included  in  Category  A.  Remove  them.  4"™gme 

B-19,  EAST  OF  HIGHWAY  93  S 

INTRODUCTION,   Category  A  at  this  range  is  an  area  in  which  considerable  amounts  of  ordnance  was 

Stv^TT!!.'      ^repancy  bet™ejl  whera  0td«anc8  ***  parted  to  have  been  found  and  what  was 
actually  Searched  raises  the  question  of  whether  or  not  there  is  a  danger  to  the  public  (Figure  ]  -5  and  3-13) 

iSSSi^Sf  ?"?  ta?"  ?*  WCrer'£  SWept'  W°  •*-***««-»  St  this  road  does 
not  need  to  be  dosed  to  the  public.  First,  the  measured  effectiveness  of  the  sweeps  was  extremely  rrirfr 
second,  since  it  is  a  pole  line  Right  of  Way,  the  road  wilt  be  in  continuous  use. 

The  Diamond  Ffeld  Jack  Wasf,  Road  (the  pole  line  road)  runs  approximately  2  miles,  WJmile  inside  the 
border  of  the  north  east  comer  of  Category  A.  Here,  the  ordnance  sweep  did  not  even  take  place  on  some 
of  the  area  identified  as  having  ordnance  (Figure  3-1 3  and  Figure  1-5).  The  HAZARD  footprint 
completely  clears  the  section  of  the  Diamond  Jack  Wash  Road  that  is  included  in  Category  A  (FiEure  1-3 
and  Appendix  D.  Addendum  page  4).  The  RAICUZstudy  shows  it  in  an  area  of  minimum  concern 
ffisnre  1  >6l    Use  will  continue;  the  road  is  a  Right  of  Way  Corridor  for  a  power  line  (Figure  3-5  and  caee 

to  the  public  and/or  fence  both  s.daB  of  the  road,  The  latter  option  was  used  on  B-l  9  already. 

SaHSZSTS.  °TVV  *  **  "**"  Cate*Qry  A   The  *«*»  **»#>  *  »  B  is  relatively 
mgged,  Closure  of  Diamond  Field  Jack  Wash  Road  eliminams  this  easier  access  to  3  rm les  o^rTads  n 
Category  B,  makmg  it  redely  impossible  for  most  people  n  m.  SK  outsSn^^La 

B.16  NORTH,  SOUTH  OF  SCHECKLER  RESERVOIR  AREA 

INTRODUCTION.  Information  about  the  withdrawal  lands  north  «#  n  i  *  ;*  *fr    u 

(I)  the  withdrawal  maps  shows  SCWcSSS^S^^  8?K  "  "S^  "? ^ 

wrong  size  and  shape  for  normal  eondittonToi  the  ri«  rf  £  ^  S  P T" (  ?  *"  mapS  Sh°* *  ** 
*-      nunnaj  conomons.  (J)  the  size  of  the  ordnance  (inert)  contaminated  area  does 
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not  match  the  text,  (4)  the  map  shows  the  withdrawal  area  as  5,760  or  7040  acres  depending  on  which  mac 

acres  arc  rem  acres,  (7)  no  right  of  way  is  shown  across  the  TCID  dam,  (8)  the  rati  has  conflicts 
eooonm  changing  BUREC/TCJD  land  uses.  These  are  detailed  at  £ S  rfXd«2. 

™r¥r  ra1?  "  "^f"  f  "S-  «?*lT?  map'  *e  with£JKwai  am  cuts  the  last  little  bit  of  the 
SCHECKLER  Reserve  Oatn  Road.  Would  it  be  closed,  because  ft  is  not » legal  public  access?  Although 
toe  «**  Mr  „  »,-*«.  the  DEIS  say*,  "TOP  roads ....  are  privacy  £t&Z*  Sot  * 

£** rofld  ■*  T  *  ma47Ua,ned'  How&ver«  no  right  of  way  is  shown  for  it  (FW  3-5)  If  the 
Navy  does  withdraw  the  end  of  the  roadway,  will  the  Navy  rnamtain  it?  In  ■AUcm  JS a,e Kf 
thus  road  over  the  dam  is  the  kick  off  point  for  three  roads  to  Red  Moumain  and  the  Nipple,  as  well  J5 
steep,  but  only  reasonably  close  remaining  road  into  the  Dead  Camel  Mountains. 

Assuming  ihejak*  is  1  mik  farther  north  fhan  the  withdrawal  map  shows,  the  primary  access  to  Red 
Mountain  and  the  Nipple  is  no  more  than  1/4  or  to  mile  inside  the  boundary  of  Category  B  depending  on 
whether  the  correct  acreage  is  5,760  in  7.040  (two  polities  due  to  mapeW  The*  is* S? 
calada  te  for  the  6,160  acres  listed  in  the  text,  since  boundaries  are  not  predictable.  In  anv  case  a  one  to 
two  rale  segment  of  road  is  included  in  withdrawal.  This  roadway  is  located  in  ebe  north  western  comer  of 

Wb3$mMjmMstossm  Give  up  this  small  section  of  land  which  presents  no  danger  to  the  public. 
This  new  withdrawal  has  a  pan  handle  that  will  cut  off  several  roads.  By  taking  one  square  mile  of  land 

'ZZ  ^i^TTtT  acceSS  ta  wo*  *«"  30  s*Uflre  miJes  rf  land  were  w»  *  from  public 
use  by  the  1953  withdrawal.  No  live  ordnance  was  used  in  this  area.  Mitigation  rf^iw^; 

Return  the  pan  handle  to  the  BLM,  so  that  roads  will  be  administered  for  botfc iNavy  and  puhSfiood. 

S^ZZEFFf^  2»aff1l*",W"M«hi.  Alternate  routes,  including  those  used  tu  get 
^tel&F*^T*Mt^tom**^*kw  This  is  an  outstanding  area  for 
hikmg,  horseback  riding  or  off  road  vehicle  use.  to  addition  the  subdaed  relief,  the  area  presents  some  , 

^Ti^f  "**      *  *  m°re  ChaUenge'  The  *"■  of  *=  ^  *nd  FaU°*  from  the  peaks  are 

SS^TLl  *?""  todik0to»i  ™*> "J* 4'^  Mountain  [in  the  Dead  Camel  Mountains]. .  is 

a  favowi  area  for  couecting  mm*-  This  wonderful,  nearby  area,  is  almost  a  forgotten,  because  of 
the  1953  closure  of  the  valley  roads  that  lead  into  y.   mm  Alternative  HI  takes  all  of  SCHECKLER 

B-16  SOUTH,  WEST  OF  H1GHWAV  MS 

'SSSSSSL  *"  ^ indUdcd  "  *"  W[thdraWal  m  Cate^  B"  *■*  «•  ^  to  remain 
The  Pony  Express  Rout*/SinipaQn  R0Bd  was  fenced  ^  ated  .   ^  ig     wi&d_      .   ^^ 
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DIME  VAU-EY,  NORTH  OF  HIGHWAY  50 

and  ^  be  fenced  A«X  to  fenced  2KSE££  ^^7^1™'  •"" 

4,  para?)  (     -13'1  ^  These  S,teS  «"U  be  instructed  in  locations  to  hedSnhed  (pagJIs- 

^ut?!™^0^^.100^0"8*  *"  DEK  is  c2ear  about  *hat  wi«  ™  ■»  *™pted  "All  EW  TACTS 

sKasasatss 

no  plans  for  EW,TACTS...  dwtapwm  in  fl»  Wilderness  Study  Area,"  (2.3.2.2  par*  iTfilK  5). 

{mU  13?  T^Tf*  "S^  ACCe3S' UACCe$S  W<Wld  te  "**"»  *-  EW,  TACTS  5ilBa- 
**w.ia,l,  para  3)  Then  again  under  ihe  heading  Transportation  in  the  hftq  «p,,m£  J-  , 

deveiop*  EW,  TACTS,  and  vta,  ^  ££  *K^XS3^™3^ 

MaUftjU.  PEIS  ^  rh^r  FW,  Bm^  gjfl  not  ha  rto  on  e^„P  ^^^ 

mo*  user friendly  and  top  EW ^T ACTS  off ^^S^^1^^^™!!!^.-  Make  *e  road  and  si^ns 
reason  that  road  become*  clowd SSJJ L  k  ^1    ^  W  W,*in  ^  with*rawaJ'  *fer«wi. 


JJ" 


JJ-12 


Received:   10/14/97; 


OCT.  -14'  97 (TUE)  10:30 

QCT-10-1997     12:20 


4152443206    =>    CORDLE: 


#18 


?Y  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 

JEFF'S  OFFICE  SUPPLY 


TEL:4152443206  P.  OH 

702  423  0434       P.0S 


exceeds  the  number  of  roads.  The  quaf  icy  of  E W  and  T Arm  ■;  ,~ 

reason  they  were  placed  on  each  r J^Tb  L Z  ™*£  u  P      ^  8XCeeds  **  nUmber  If  ^  *°nie 

Keep  EW  and  TACTS  off  a^Jd  ^^  "^  "'  ~  °*  MlfillflLrftteM^,.,^. 


fS225!SSF5  o*w*  «--»*.«— « 


over  the  Di«e  VeJley  Wash  trai}.  Three  more 


MORE  COMMENTS  ABOUT  TBE  8-16, 1SS3  WITHDRAW^. 

samert*dS  la^r  »  collect  towoodThunr tbe  SiS^T"^^ in  *c  4°'s-  *  *******  *e 
leaf  fMh  ift  the  Dead  Carnel  JSSE  £2^ ■  \STt  U"r  -m  &e  -B-  his  wife  hunted 
comer  to  cut  off  m  Z  roSS  SflSlf  SS  VS""*  *  "*  nWth  wesf 

^*^P-ndngpybHc^ 

interesting  people  in  thBomdoors  ««°»«™i»  ciUfied.    It  is  a  great  starter  ar^for 
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WHY  IBB  NAVY  SHOULD  NOT  HAVE  CONTROL  OF  ACCESS  ROADS 

fc»>wfls>  !i|M  Oie  Na%y  praa  u  lts  put  ^'  ' pre™"  **  P1""™"*  die  nun  w 

SdZftL"!^  "*  ""  "ft™  *"  NaVS  M",»"1  HoK«  <=-* "»  »«!»  Valley  «  OF 

™*.*i.iii^»l.,^^™Kssr,,",*-t  ■ 

restricted."  Urage  use  of  lands  for  recresnon  even  though  reckon  itself  would  not  be 
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WHAT  THE  DEIS  SAYS  ABOUT  RECREATION  IN'  CHURCHILL  COUNTY 

opportune*  in  Fallon  can  CSSS^SSSl  7!  ST*  ^  *a*B*"  *«  recwaIion 

The  DBIS  says,  "The  cumulative  effects  of  overflights  dBveionnv*^     a        ^ 

,    «uU  &«  m  i^ui.5  j^nonmn.  i  nese  recreation  areas  are  used  bv  ffu>  iruni  M»ni>  k,,. .».       ■    ■ 
«■«««  fa»  mWfc  *.««,.  ,!„«,  4e  coon*  ^It  M  *  ST*  ",,"i,!' "' 

Olher  outdoor  recratioo  in  s»  oo«iiy,  the  uKtforily  of  what  Monte  do  Is  listed  in  tta  DPK  -r, 
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^l-^-SSwl'iSE"-         »  —  •««■  •* » it  The 
Public  interest  has  built  a  wealth  nf  i**™;      L    .  •  S    S    H  dlffarent  "wvfe  heater. 

Othf don't gfl ^   Tha Dead SKLSfiK ~*&S££2i±l Sf? *** 

noreeuacic  ndiog.   Nevefifcalfiss  only  asmallpep:en»BcofFBllonirest«vel  tan,!*  **«  „!L      T.    ,. 
what »  tore  aid  pamcularlj.  to  rMdwayi,  because  of  Navy  closed  reads  The  SSri»2  S.150"6" 

*n»  point  is  thfltif  ■  nearby  area  js  "forgotten"  by  ihc  community,  bccaqae  Of  the  changes  in  rtmtta. 

Cfflsr"1  coun*" wii1  •■  ais°  "m"d  iess  ■*  L  ~£*  ■ass  s  or 
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HOADS  DESERVE  MORE  ATTENTION  THAN  WAS  GIVEN  IN  THE  DEIS 

'^v^>Z^7JZLZT^^ZIT^m^fm^ 

residents  of  this  comity  Several  rf, \  .m£ i         *      important  to  a  large  percentage  of  Ae 
answer  was  SSSSt^     P  *  C°mmenta  *»*""  pUbl,C  «*»■  Th<  N^'s 

nOToKanaarei^by!rarois,rttCh=ri.(ttreaiI0nists,(1I1|,1,yislu|d|10melInjJr|)vei5    •" 

I*.  DEM  ctaracterit*  dirt  roads:  Ths  DEIS  Bfa>  u  dirt  reads  «  Imi  roads  histoBe.il.  ~ i  ,„ 

dosuMs,  to  cam  KoraMs  evav  „,,  ,  wi!h  .„  [presumably  hiahwavsl  IoThT 

minor  road,  Every  road  leads  to  an  area  of  particular  significance  or  value, 

The  DEIS  on  alternate  routes:  The  DEB  says,  that  "alternative  routes  may  be  identified  ■  /Table  2  6 
^Dsportanon/Mitigation.  page  2-48),  Fading  aheroates  on  dirt  roads  is  not  ^  Jved  mS  ' 
Generally  more  u  a  «*y  around  aclosed  road  in  the  valleys.  However,  a  road  ZMEEL  or* 

horse.  Someomes  one  canyon,  other  times  many  square  miles,  become  inaccessible ™he  S5J us. 

lK?be  SSlrtrfiZ^  S  C°mfartable-  A,tem8te  "^  W  be  2  or  3  times  farther 
iney  may  oe  steeper,  more  dangerous  and/or  not  passible  with  2  wheH  ririuMu«».  «*7      •  .*. 
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PROBLEMS  WTTH  EVALUATING  B-16  DOCUMENTATION 

unshowi  section  of  water  jStZESSEill  52  ?^0ry  B  bDHndfiries  ^ incIu<te  *is 
«  waier.  iue  ieservou  dam  road-the  area  that  is  most  flshed-would  be  included.. 

The  withdrawal  map  shows  SCHECKLER  Reservoir  to  be  abont  3  square  miles  Th.  *™«  ™     ,- .  „ 
Quadrangle  Topographic,  USGS  1983  shows  **  Lair*  a»  *£ ,  *  nap*'.irse  ^WffiCKLBR  Reservoir 

However,  on*  of  the  figures  says  thai  12.]  80  BUREC  acre?  and  Od  sa*  dt  mr . 

RriHBf> *,.—    „  u  T**  s  ^riS«"  » -5  Text  below  map  seal*),  instead  onlv  3  7fin 

BUREC  acres  are  shown  as  contaminated  (Figure  W3l  No  figures  ^  J™eaa  "^  5'760 

will  old  m»  ton  2  mm  mites «  ft,  »iWrawal  if  WkbHJ* 

«.«W  mw  k  i09a  ^  ^  ^gJK ,£Jj  «•"-"**»  "  «*«**  ihz  BIM  "dose"  the 
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Sw™j'w^^^ 


reason  for 


^  ^P  <*»  *»*  conflicts  eflBfflCBJai  chaneinff  Rnppr  i^,.  nses  T;_,  ,,„„       .        ,  '         , 
response  to  the  Now  by  the  Bl/JlEC  1  Zl  TZi I  !  ^  "  "°  **0*"*mfi*  the  cooler 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  JJ 
Rose  Thomas 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  JJ.  Letter  JJ  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  JJ  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

JJ-1  20e,  25a,  25h 

JJ-2  20e 

JJ-3  20e 
JJ-4                                         ■      22d 

.  JJ-5  26eeeeeeeee 

JJ-6  26eeeeeeeee 

JJ-7  26eeeeeeeee 

JJ-8  18g,  20f 

JJ-9  20g 

JJ-10  6d,  20h,  25f,  25g 

JJ-11  20i 

JJ-12  20j 

JJ-13  6d 

JJ-14  5f 

JJ-1 5  20k 

JJ-16  20k 

JJ-17  20a 

JJ-18  201 

JJ-19  25f 

JJ-20  25f 

JJ-21  22e 

JJ-22  22f,  25c 

JJ-23  22f 

JJ-24  25g 

JJ-25 22f 
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Letter  KK 


720  Brookfield  Drive 
Reno,  Nevada  89503 
October  a,  199? 


SaS?nSSii?5fi°6^  ?n9ineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA   94066-5006 


Dear  Sir: 


Attn:     Sain  Dennis,   Environmental  Planning  Branch 


signed  by  Rose  Strickland  Pnhiii~  t^.,*»  ™.  ■  oePt"  ""»  1997,  and 
entitled  "Withdrawal  7* 2!m f?vf  -  *  Chair,  on  the  Draft  EIS 
Purposes,  Naval  A?r  £L?£n1C }*!?*  for  *****  Safety  and  Training 
"Maite?  £anJ ^  Withdrawal  «  1^1*11%'^°™**"  *«*■**  ™»*  the 
also  wish  to  raiS  ?oVe  poinffP?nat w?r«  "naTf*  "J1*?1*'  bUt 
comments  or  in  rav  testis™ Jl  «■*  t^  ^Qt  covera«3  i*»  these 
1997.  y  testimonY  at  the  public  hearing  on   sept.    16, 

alternaSJe^ld^es^in^X^  ^t  the  "no  acti^" 

thereby  increasing  SSi^iffShSL.*^^!!  °-  COttbat  pllotfi' 
situations  »  and  ttwif™*!  !l,    r     ,  B  of  lives  in  actual  combat 

identmef  as^conSSS  S^9"***  ^  pUbUc  land  Piously 
closed  to  pSl" °Si  uStiffhS^lanS^r  (C?* *g0ry *  lands> 
threat  to  public  aafatv       r„  ^       lands   are  no   longer   seen  as   a 

Naval  Ai?  SKi«  SHunS*      *  Sh°Uld  thi*  interf^  with 

valleyatun9dery  ^te^tive^i?^^ l*    *hoee„  M«*if  lad    in    Dixie 
certainly  remain  SliclaiS^  ™* ?>J? SKlf**  alt«ftative,    should 
These  «J  impoSaSriuJtipJe  use  land yKj^SS1?  by  **■  BLH" 
such  ae  wildlife,  gWSSSS areas    ™f  SUST*11!  "^  .sources 
are  used  by  recreatiorH^o  t«  '  and  minerals,     m  addition  they 

to  three  jS^S^^^^J^Z^^*^9^  are  the  5ateSay 
While  Alternative  ij doe?  'not ^  actuaiTv  SiJPX  ^  A1Pines- 
lands  within  a  WSA,  the  JhouSwlS T«VlLaUoW  the  Navy  tQ  acquire 
the  boundaries  of  ?Se  Sob's  leak  5LPr?£Sal  COn,e  SO  cloBe  to 
threatened.  The  Naval  Air  Stat S,  nJS^-^*  *CC*SB  could  he 
could  still  occur  .l^t^^i?^^  Ml^*1"* 

thaya^i^^^  °«*  th.   lands 

bought  Sit  tteSSSS  S4g2o  She°S^d°i;i; Valley  wben  **5 

.round  operations  under  "a  ■£.^uffi&IffilS^"* 
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Sam  Dennis 
10/8/97.  Page  2. 

continue  to  be  public  when  the  Navy  has  no  more  use  for  then. 

one  glaring  omission  which  is  obvious  in  the  planning  process 
aB  outlined  in  the  DEIS  is  the  failure  to  consult  with  the  JatiSe 

i??f^an%  ^Ut  the  ef f ectB  on  cultural  resources  and  about  tS 
effects  of  the  Navy  takeover  on  their  current  status.  An  extensive 

srssss  yss  ss;. teen  cOTduoted  sef°"  S- A'Ssss 

*  -  wfn  Jlight  of  the  obvious  deficiencies  in  the  DEIS  and  the 
frightening  precedent  of  allowing  the  Navy  to  establish  a  extremely 

wShdra^^ratne^t^  T*  thl?Ug*  ^inistraWVe^pVlic  ^5 
-iSSS^n-  J £5?F  ttan  CQngreasxonal  action,  I  ask  that  the  "no 
?S  SLS?7'tlV?,ft  selecte<?  and  tnat.the  Navy  work  with  the  BLH 
I^^r°,vlde  for  »*lit«y  activities  which  are  compatible  with 
multiple  use  on  public  lands.  umpanoie  witn 

Please  inform  me  of  further  developments  in  this  imnarrant- 
proposal  and  send  *e  a  copy  of  the  Finales  when  it  is  released 

Sincerely, 


Harjoi/ie  Sill 


cc 


Senator  Richard  Bryan 
Senator  Harry  Reid 
Representative  Jim  Gibbons 


KK-4 


KK-5 


KK-& 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  KK 
Marjorie  Sill 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  KK.  Letter  KK  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  KK  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

KK-1  lh 

KK-2  .                                            lh 

KK-3  lh 

KK-4  6c 

KK-5  161 

KK-6  Id,  5d 
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Letter  LL 


Christine  Smith 
P.O.  Box  283 
Eureka,  NV  89316 


ATTN:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  Code  7031 
Engineering  Field  Activity  Wast 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Environmental  Planning  Branch 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-6006 

September  23, 1997 

Ml as en  individual.. tft. no-J-onar £*££$££,,. 
sacrificed  many  hours  of  my  time  to  wade  trough  ttn  cumoen 

*  F'9  Map  idertif.es  Townships  but  not  Ranges. 

♦  Sec.  2.2,  p  2-2,  second  full  P«JJ*'  .      j  0UBJng  dBviCes  will  be 

The  text  states  that  some  of  the  EW  and  visual cu.r  y 
located  in  Falrview  Valley  area.  Most  of  vounjp*  J^Hwk 
Fairview  Va.ley,  and  it  tooK  me  a  very  gJ^^/^itoMfi. 
references  this  area  (Fig  1-1.  P 1^'   SJKmS -to  the  appropriate 
Fairview  Valley  on  all  of  your  maps  or  refer  the  rea <wi°™°   HH 
m^wrienevef  the  Fairview  Valley  is  ment.oned  m  the  text. 

coordinated  with  the  BLM^er  appro PnJWg-    ^        u8fiS 
implies  that  this  has  occurred m  the  J^SJJ^H^  footprint? 
might  become  necessary  outside  of  the  proposeo  whim  w 

Give  an  example. 
*   T*S'S -normally ~^«^&£m»L*« 

ttSStt^XZXSZZz^    tL-4 

S  £  M-K.  not.  level  starWards  you  ere  us,ng. 


LL-2 


R, 


A/^ 


/     0P    / 


O 


ol/azjyy 
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♦   Same  text  reference  as  f>oye  sccfiDtable  noise  levels"  are 

These  decibel  levels  for  "normally  ■«*■?£?  oornpariion  in  their 
meaningless  because  readers  M«<nobMM  for  cornpans  ^ 

everyday  lives.  Forexa  jJ^^.^'fiS  lev^l?  Please 

"possible  complaints"  as  a  public  react.on. 

♦  Sec  3.5,3,  p  3-20  temperature  inversions,  which 

fnveSSave  on  your  modeled  noise  level  contours? 

*  Fig  3-4,  p  3-33  „_  aWa  t^  Q»t  uo  EW  and  TIS  sites  prior  to  land 

Duckwater  MOAs? 

*  Fjg  Plea2seP  £*  few  townships  and  ranges  to  reference  this  map. 

♦  Sec  4.1 .3  p.4-4  and  Sec.  4.2.1  1 , ^p 4-5  e 

On  page  4^  the  EIS  states  that  he  general  ™g™^  or 

study  '1t^*^lB^^h^hn^SMSsmat  "While 
plants."  On  the  next  page,  4-5,  (third  ful  g"J2^5^  *T^  two 
detailed  data  on  the  effects  J^WWHD  JJ™«jjJ  ■ 
statements  appear  to  contradict  one  another.  Please  ciaray. 

*  TABP\aate1  included  this  table  the  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  for 
comparison. 

*  "iSSSBSBTSSSgSsBr 


LL-5 


LL-6 


LL-7 


LL-8 


LL-3 


LL-IO 


LL-ll 


SVr^ 


75<2^   c£    OF    &> 


QQ/z3/q7 
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mm  assume  ma.  me  Navy  «  »ne  BUM  haa  ma  M  * «-  away 
'SgmtwmM** ^maeter  an  mis  issue?  Kso.  ^ 

please  indude  a  discussion  of  this in  m""^        holder3  „  lands 

Claimholders  who  are  1**^  *"" ■  1^ Sims  By  the  same  token, 

should  be  compensated  for  **^*£^JaJw  either  be 

ranchers  ™th  allotrr^nts  or^ 

given  equivalent  grazing  fSWiiSSSTln  addition,  the  owner  of  LL-  \2 

Snd  the  subsequent  ^f^SS^SSSL  SSr  Alternative  11 

the  oil  and  gas  l^ee  that  ex.9  s  .n  tte  pan *g»™  operating  the  lease. 

^hdrawaKsimilar  to  appendix  H  for  m.n.ng  daims). 

,  Sees.  4.2.9.1  through  ^^^Sg^  impacts  to  mining  and 
I  am  strongly  apposed  to  t^concept  «*£»£kn  is  too  w 
grazing  are  unmrbgable.  The ^J^JgJJJ  fi8J  impact  to  affected 
The  Navy  should  assess  the  potential  ^™™       rfH  f  mitigatiQn.  A 
miners  and  ranchers  "JS^E^^  induded  in 

plan  for  compensating  affected  miners  ana  rancn 


the  Final  E.l.S. 


LL-I4 


LL-I5 


Sec.  4.2.13,  pp  4-34  throu9n£fc_iQn  addressing  the  potential  health  and 
There  is  no  discussion  In  this  section  ^ar7f'"9  "r^ands  north  0f  the 

a^in^rasuMn^^^^^^^f^ 

boundary  along  highway  50.  statisticaJ  probability  of  people  or 

since  later  n  the  same  paragraph  it  stateB  vv j™« * ""'      «  1? 
does  not  account  for  proximity  to  framing  ranges  ,  including  B  u. 

»   Sec. 4.3,  p 4-38  Aooi*imuoh4  210  3  pp 4-27 through 4-  . 

Same  as  comment  for  Sacs.  4.2.9.1  tnrougn  *.z.  iu.g,  Hh  LL-I6> 

30. 


7ba£  3  of  & 
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U.-I9 


'   ^p^WudeafawTo^^-dRanflesfor^nce.  U.-I7 

'  ""SfeSE  no.  adequacy  shew  locate  of  commrf-  inlands*,™  |LL-,8 

military  airspace,  especially  Austin. 

*   Fig  5-3.  p  5-5  Qv,„n«nf  immunities  on  land  below  the  proposed 

Map  does  not  show  ^^^^SS^P^  including  the  towns  of 
and  reasonably  ^seaWem»re  nww^  ^  ^ 

Austin  and  ^^^S^^daXSa  Report  identified  at 

BSSwSS ^upe^i^^Sthln  I.  Diamond  MOA. 

a   Pin  S-4  o  5-32  LL-20 

Map  identifies  Townships  but  not  Ranges. 

+   Sec.  5.7.2.2,  p  5-36  ^ra«a07uous"  and  "stand -off  jammer* 

*  Sec.  5.7.2.4,  p  5-36  «-»iw»ia»  rioes  it  entail?  What  is  a  _ 

an  ATCAA  were  established  over  this  airspace  !- 

♦  sec  5.7.2.4,  p  MB  foreseeable  future"  Smokey  MOA  is  most 

It  appears  that  the  namny  was «*am  a  a 

+   Sec.  5.7.2.2  through  5.7.2.4,  p5-36        ...  anr__6ntDEIS  by  taking  the 
pllns  to  expand  its  airspace  for  training  exercises. 


S/n/r// 


?*eM#*b  **/**/** 
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♦  5.7.3,  pp  5-37  through  5-39  ded  and  included  within  the 

This  entire  section  needs  to  be  expanu 
proposed  action. 

♦  Appendix  D,  Addendum,  PP  ^,4,  B^i  5  confusing  and 

*&&  on  page  3  indues  2*^«£ES££n  .  « 

♦   Appendix  D,  Addendum,  ?p.  67  meaningless  to  reader. 

Page  number  not  listed.  No  JJJftJJ"^  previous  three  maps: 
Thi  scale  used  for  this  map .  ■  »n«wjto  JJJJ^  u9es  a  numerical 
the  three  previous  maps  use  a  bar  scale  ana  m 

ratio. 

♦  Appendix  D,  Executive  Summary,  Fig  2,  P  4 

Please  include  a  scale  for  distance. 

♦  Appendix  D,  Executive  Summary,  W  ^£  tLrecl  t0  ,n  the  text  (same 

Ara  these  the  figures  the  same  *£**£!£Fw  if  s0,  please  fix 
section,  p  10.  second  full  paragraph)  as  figures?    iu.it 

this  error.  u^     Dtot8  dD  not  include  legends 

-The  same  text  further  ^«»^rZ  ^  you  add  legends  to 
because  HAZARD  does  n  o pr J**™^  ™yr  own  legends  and  scales 

*  Annandix  D  Executive  Summary,  Fig  3,  p  5 

♦  Appendix  D,  Exec.  Summary.  HS  4. p -6  incomplete  (i.e.  alt. 
^Overall  poor  quality  figure.  D^£^SEuWy  interested  in  the 

*  Aooandix  D  Exec.  Summary,  Fig  5,  p  7 

*  APPoSlpoor  quality  figure.  Difficult  to  read. 

i 


LL-25 

LL-2& 
LL-27 


LL-28 

LL-29 
LL-30 

LL-31 

LL-32 

LL-33 

LL-34 


LL-35 


%/mrtf 


Tfyaz   5  e>F  (& 
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legend, 
included? 

2*  d£K?SS  nri.  valid,  intelligent,  approw-ta 
comments? 


Thank  you7 


^C^risUr^  drr^1/  / 


Christine  Smith 


LL-38 


Spurf 


fa,  &>«&  Mji3jl>  7 


I 


Response  10  Comments 


Letter  LL 
Christine  Smith 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  LL.  Letter  LL  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  LL  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

LL-1  25a 

LL-2  25a 

LL-3  5j 

LL-4  14c 

LL-5  14c 

LL-6  14c 

LL-7  lOd 

LL-8  25a 

LL-9  23d,  25d 

LL-10  14e 

LL-11  6a,  13i 

LL-12  6a 

LL-13  6a 

LL-14  21e 

LL-15  6a,  21a 

LL-1 6  6a 

LL-17  25a 

LL-1 8  25a 

LL-1 9  25d 

LL-20  25a 

LL-21  lid 

LL-22  lid 

LL-23  12e 

LL-24  2e 

LL-25  12e 

LL-26  25e 

LL-27  25e 

LL-28  25e 

LL-29  25e 

LL-30  25e 

LL-31  25e 

LL-32  25e 
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Letter  LL 
Christine  Smith 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

LL-33  25e 

LL-34  25e 

LL-35  25e 

LL-36  25e 

LL-37  25a 

LL-38  2f 
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i      j    I-^Ye    SOrne    concerns    in    regard    to    the    NAS    -    Fallons    tos^^r 
shal7eSebvBLth«.CSm,nUni-CatiQne     SiteS      Final      ^endment     has     been 

extensive     and     intensive     mil  ;+■«*.»    Jm  -Z  ,      a  the    rnost 

facility     uaTrf    S»      T3^     military     electronic     warfare 
i  „  ;iiy     "fe     or     civilian     land     anywhere     in     the     nat-inn"      tn  a 

Reservoir  fa?  dImiiSJ     IS  D°W  W,XSheS    t0   act?ui^   the    Sheckler 
oir   rar   overflights   and  ground  troop  exercises. 

5   inileiNJ^ptnon6"?0"   and    B"6    b°mbing    range  *re   faoth  about 
relocated    but    the    Navv    Jm     I«!  bombing  range   he  closed   or 

ground     troops     rtMSVS^|0,Siy:     ""!     »OW    "iSh     t0    move  " 
control   of   the  reservoir  »M,hM  and     ranches     and     take 

local    farmers?  SSSl^SxfiS.  "    ^    ^    *"   ^    UVeS   °f 

been   f  benefit*?** SnaiS  f?±Ch   ±5<  ™ixll*  US6d   *«r   irrigation,    has 
change    "^^^^'le^ve  ^^^g™***^  / 

^th"S^^^  P-nned    to    the 

floodedS°ir,  aSanuB;ry  erf  tS.  ^  /"SS2  ^  Pall°n  and  was 
area  should  be  conducted  by  the  Navv  t^SLVT  StUdy  °f  this 
of  heavy  metals.  y  y   to    check    for    contamination 

the  N0«?%8ea\U°fS?iuia?Lr^7Oi^  1S  "he  Carson  La*e'  «d  to 
areas    have    J«en    desi^  Refu^"         These 

Shorebird     Reserve      Network  £/    «£f   J?e    Wester*    Hemispheri 

included  in  this  network,  however  t£  birlf  /^T^  is  no" 
stop  there  anyway.  However,    the    birds   don't  know  this  and 

inco^le^nlT^vXSize^^P  '  "Existi^  Envxron.ent" 
"sntion  of  the  Lo^Lhea U&iSi"  *5  =  F^* '  there  is  no 
Yet    can    be    seen    around    aif^faV  ^r^VSHit 
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"iShJSW;e   T2eSe  bifdS  USS  theSe  areas  durin^  the  mating  season 
S2  S •«™„°i  ^°Und  trQ°nPS  W°Uld  be  incompatible  with  this.  ?he 
L    ^^nti  tro°Ps  would  not  be  compatible  with  anv  of  out 
rds,  wildlife,  insects  or  humans.  Y  0t  °Ur 


us 
bird 


common  ants  help  make  up  the 
find  any,  \chaff  studies  on  the 


haa*   The5f  iS  abSDlutely  n°  mention  of  beetles,  butterflie 

environment.    I  have  yet  to 
previously  mentioned  wildlife. 

The  Scheelite  Mine  Road,  to  th«  w^a-i-  n#  «  1 t  j 

route  for  Taranti,i»    «,  of  B_17'  iS  a  migratory 

dfts    mi K  Tarantulas-   There  is  no  mention  of  this  fact  in  the 

SSld  h.  fl^e*Pan!1?n  °f  B"17'  USe  of  ^ound  troops,  and  chaff 
could  be  detrimental  to  this  species.  cnari, 

of  fehi  nPTQ  rSau  4  °f  the  8  chaf f  references  located  in  the  back 

£  riming  of^e  'aJ£l*£  ^V^   t^W"'' 

thTyrat°eUld  iMt  f0r  the  Same  six  *^  ^  the  c'tlffra "on 
the  range.  I  apprecxate  all  the  studys  •  done  on  S.f.„  k  J 
this  information  is  irrelevant  to  Nevada  Oysters,  but 

The  bottleneck  the  Navv  wrsulfl   1  -I  v*      *-. 

valley,  would  be  a  high  castration  chaff  ar^^in  this^* 
there  are  no  ovsi-prc;   B^aant.^.j   •     ,-i*»j--l  area.   m  this  area 

in  the  chaff  Studies  thTN^mihnQWS'  °r  blue  Crabs  as  "tated 
however  Mustangs,  ground  aauiSlf  h"?  S  ^^e.  There  are 
which  have  not  bee?  iSSiuJS  £  it'  buB«"'  sPiders  and  birds 
The  Electronic :  Warfare  D^*t  °"  ^  ,cnaf f  studies  I  have  found. 

baby  ^t^^^^SJt^il^^i^TX  Chaff  kUlS 
wildlife  and  insects.  kl11  newborn  softskin 


This  same  report  also  states 
effect   on   plant 


that  there 


is  apparently  no 


DeveiopmeTt  r£gi««rV«g  ^ntT^VaSc  CR  ®^7*"«ch 

and  Health  Eff»ntB  n-..**.,  "_„  i,   ^RDEC-CR-126,  Environmental 


Health 
1992".   -Plants 
organic   matter 
height.. . (pg  26) 


Effects 
:o 
(1.4%) 


Review  for  Obsurant  Fibers/FilamentT^T^n 
»n  en  the  M-field_soil,  !££™£*x-lo*" 

a   signxficant   reduction   in 


showed 


This  jtudy  went  on   to  —j ■    « .3.4)    Tarre^.i    ^-k,.,. 
wildlife    or    -JgfiS^Uff     ^S^TSS^™GS 


used  as  surrogates  in  human  health  V/ft^7  aninials  nave  been 
results  used  to  characterise  tSteJxlltlJ^^^  and  these 
fibers.  However,  mammalian  VS-J  « I  mammalian  response  to 
specie,  because  of  fundamental  difference,  in  SP}i-d  t0  &Vian 
systems,    weight   specific  minute   ^SSS,  ^nStSS1  U£? 
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Preening,  grit,  searching,  and  dusting  behaviors  of  birds  also 
™™«  /  greater  risk  for  oral  uptake  of  obscurants.  Avian 
response  to  materials  are  important  because  birds  are  often  more 
visibiliLt0,nairb°rn  P^tants  than  mammals,  have  higher  public 
visibility,  and  are  used  by  regulatory  agencies  as  bioindicators 
of  ecosystem  health".  «<*w*j"J4c&.wj« 

v-^^hiT,  iS  the,  only  menti°n  of  Avian  health  in  all  the  chaff 
reports  I  ye  read.  There  is  nothing  in  the  DEIS  on  avian  health 

ecosysteema.lth  "*  inSeCt  health  a"  very, important  played  in'tte 

di.fcufhlSl"  1*1°  the  DEIS  "^ironmental''  Consequences"  is  very 
oJSfliS?;  S!  ntVy  Bt9BCtS  to  habituate  the4  wildlife  to  the 
WilduH  Ln  f?K°mH  by  f/e9Uent  exP°su^  °*  repetition)? 
pages  4  e  ■«? -iihl  ^  J°  n0t  WSnt  t0  be  habituated.  On 
overall  «fJ?l*Uti?"  n°te  that  the  data  ^Ps  still  exist  in  the 
overall  effects  of  noise  on  wildlife."  Page  4-9  "Helicooter 
flyovers  demonstrated  that  both  auditory  and  visual  Su 
caused   pronghorns   to   bolt   and   seek  escape".   Sere  w 

exnosed  to  %°CreT*-  Page  4"n  States  Haw*s  not  previously 
AdditiU  %♦•  i Sturbances  show^  wronger  avoidance  behavior! 
Additional  studies  reported  similar  findings.  ' 

and  zlJSll    STn   ^  ,effeCt  of  flvovsrs  first  hand,  cattle  kick 

ha^^v^d'    TWIT*? V^Viof  ££8   *™±C   *»*  fl*  »«*•      * 

fn-uj.,.  .     "  vx^ea  DY  nr.  Vick  Willxams  proving  low  iP57pi 

flights  over  Sheckler  Reservoir  do  sevarely  impact  birds 

theTe^  would 3VhiS  \im6'  any°ne  With  coiranon  sense  can  see  that 

studied  an  adecuaS  ranee  of  JtrnJ^  ^P  haS  not  thoroughly 
no  action  alterative  would  be'  the  **"  choice^T**/015 "  The 
behind  the  state  of  Nevadas-  po.iSSn^t^^aur.^'&^S- 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  MM 
Melissa  Smith 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  MM.  Letter  MM  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete-  Letter  MM  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

MM-1  lOg 

MM-2  7a 

MM-3  13f 

MM-4  7b 

MM-5  21d 

MM-6  13f 

MM-7  13a 

MM-8  13g 

MM-9  13g 

MM-10  23e 

MM-11  23e 

MM-12  23e 

MM-13  23e 

MM-14  23f 

MM-15  23f 

MM-16  la,  7a,  28a 
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Letter  NN1 


October  10, 1997 


Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engine  King  Command 

900  Commodore  drive 

San  Bruno,  CA   94066-5006 

Attn.i  Mr.  Sam  Denris-  Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 


Dear  Mr.  Dennis, 

I  am  sending  this  in  response 
documents)*  I  am 


to  the  DEIS  pending  with  the  BLM,  Carson  City  Office  (see  attached 
writing  this  for  both  myself  and  my  husband,  Tom  Carpenter. 


We  are  long  time 
We  work  and  play 
raised  by  this  DEIS, 
allowing  we  Nevadans 
land  use  proposals 
current  proposal.  We, 
our  H*  dollars  are 


Nevajdaas,  and  have  been  traveling  throughout  this  state  for  over  60  years,  combined, 
throughout  this  state,  and  because  of  this  we  want  to  speak  to  some  of  the  issues  being 
biggest  issue  for  us  is  that  you  (Navy)  have  not  provided  a  master  plan, 
to  review  folly  (he  intent  of  the  Navy  with  respect  to  Nevada  and  its  (Navy's) 
makes  it  impossible  to  fully  address  the  complexities  and  full  impact  of  this 
as  tax  paying  citizens,  want  and  expect  the  full  benefit  of  reviewing  FULLY  how 
spent.  This  proposal  fills  seriously  short  of  this . . . 


Ttis 


beirg 


stray 
this 


side 


lands 
current 


Provide  publlp 

►  Again 

outlined 


5445  Ooltatfrt  Drive 


NN- 


Purpose  of  the  Proposed  Action 


Provide  the  necessary  land  area  so  the  Navy  can  facilitate  and  improve  realistic  operational 
and  strategic  combat  training  at  NAS  Fallon 

this  equates  to  more  land  grabs  by  the  armed  forces,  and  we  are  not  in  favor  of  this. 
What  Unds  you  have  currently  ,  and  previously,  acquired  here  in  Nevada  have  NOT  been 
respec  ed  -  you  have  gone  outside  of  the  current  boundaries,  especially  with  respect  to 
ordinances,  for  which  NO  effort  appears  to  have  been  made  to  clean  these  up,  from 
of  the  fence  looking  in-  Why  would  I ,  as  a  Nevadan  who  uses  this  state  from 
boundary  to  boundary,  approve  of  more  land  to  be  taken  out  of  land  use  . .  .?  What 
guarantees  will  be  made  that  'stray'  migration  of  ordinances  will  NOT  occur  on  the 
which  you  we  asking?  Our  view  pnmt  is  that  until  the  Navy  cleans  up  the 
'mishaps'  (  all  other  land-use  industries  are  charged  with  'reclaiming' ). 
additional  lands  should  not  be  removed  from  public  use  for  Navy  related  exercises 
safety  buffer  zones  around  the  existing  training  at  NAS  Fallon 
additional  land  'grabs'  by  the  Navy  canNOTbe  supported,  for  the  reasons 
in  the  above  comments.  We  all  realize  that  NAS  Fallon  is  growing,  but  there: 
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are  existing  homes  in  the  areas  outlined  for  expansion  (  public  safety  zones ) 


grab  by 


Need  for  riallatii! 
combat  situation}} 

►         Until  the 
asNevadja. 
land 

Until  yov 
comments 
here,  ore 

Need  for  safety 

SO  years,  particularly 

•         We  suappct 

acutely 

has  IMMEDIATELY 

Shouldn 

increase 

the  Top 
Need  for  flextb 
threat  scenario^ 
►  All  indqatiies 

as  they 

land 

affects 
tneNa 


Wberei 


that 
area 
can  be 
scrutinV 
&EFF}ECT 
with 
Need  to  support 
and  rescue  trs  lining 


Land  withdraw 
minimising 

r         We  adptecia' 


everyone 


have  l 


NN-3 


Need  for  the  Proposed  Action 

operational  and  strategic  combat  traUilnB  brought  about  by  real  life 
k  and  changes  in  military  technology  and  training  •£"**  ^ 

Navy  provides  a  master  plan  with  respect  to  Navy  activtaes tec  ml Nevada, «■ 
™Sns,  canNOT  support  this-  There  is  no  way  to  fully  address  to  urrect 

by  the  Navy.  What  arc  the  Navy-s  full  objective*  With  respect  to  Nevada? 

are  all  forthright  with  this  information,  a  clear  understanding  and  vsaaua 
,  are  impossible.  We  are  NOT  in  favor  of  continued  'piece-meal  land  grabs 

i  anywhere  in  the  U.S.  .  «t*— «i 

buffers  from  expanding  populated  area*  In  the  Fallon  region  over  the  past 

■  rly  towards  B-lfi.  ,  L     .  .  .       ...  „_, 

tot  this  has  been  a  recognized  issue  for  years,  although  it  u  probably  more 
Lious  and  problematic  now  that  the  base  consolidations  throughout  the  U.S_ 
1  [EDIATELY  expanded  the  population  in  this  community,  as  well  as  on  the  base. 

t  this  issue  have  been  addressed  prior  to  NAS  Fallon  getting  to population 

to  the  base  with  consolidations  and  related  transfers  ot  populations,  as  well  as 

Gun  erouB  getting  transferred  here,  as  well? 

iuj SZS  ***««  «»">tat  train,nE  «y*eras  Md  electrDftlc  ™wht6 

,  need  flexibility  with  the  hopes  of  addressing  rapid  tecrinological  change 
3Ccur,  to  able  to  best  adjust  tactics,  methodologies,  eft.  »"«-£» *P  „ 
bs  associated  with  the  Navy's  training  areas  are  a  permanent  consequence  which 
"of  "who  like  to  utilize  all  of  Nevada  at  any  time.  We  are  not  sympathenc  to 
nlv's  'flexibility'  issues  because  of  this. 
Addincnally,  your  technologies  are  changing  so  rapidly  that  there  exists  the  appearance 
3e  is  NOT  enough  time  to  test,  check  what  the  effects  are  to  others  hvtog M M 
l« Zc  naTtSbnologks  are  being  utilized  PRIOR  to  using  then,  UnUl to 
sufficiently  address,  we  suggest  mat  any  changes  have  to  be  submttted  for  pubbc 
concern ,  must  be  addressed  and  answered.  Tbe  Navy's  actions  have  a  CAUSE 
'  for  which  public  safety  and  health  concerns  must  be  addressed  and  answered 
sufficient  testing.  Just  ask  the  Austin-Big  Smoky  Valley  residents  m 1  vaitors. 
integrated  air  and  ground  training,  close  air  support,  and  combat  search 


grabs 


MN-4 


NM-5 


NW-6 


NM-7 


a  inflicts1 


is  designed  for  erncier*  use  or  lands  for  military  training  purposes  white 
s  with  other  public  land  users.  .   . 

ne  that  the  Navy  is  attempting  to  mesh  all  land  use  Issues  to  maximize 
*•■  Z££»S.  Our  discomfort  remain  with  respect  w  current  boundaries 
NOT  been  fully  respected  in  the  past  (stray  ordinances  issues);  and  without  a 
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Carpenter 


master  jilan  it  is  bard,  impossible  to  fully  address  the  issues  and  implications  at  hand. 
We  do  HOT  support  additional  land  grabs  by  the  Navy  until:  1)  clean-up  of  stray 
ordinances  is  implemented  and  completed;  and  2)  a  master  plan  is  drafted  for  public 
review  nod  comments- 
Other  Issues 

10,000  square  miles  of  air  space  (MOA)  that  h  proposed  for  withdrawals  of  some  sort. 

We  are  NOT  in  support  of  this  as  it  is  difficult  enough  to  fly  around  this  state  as  these 
current  boundaries  are  defined. 

The  Na^  and  its  representative  pilots  are  historically  callous  and  uncaring  to  the  current 
population  bases  within,  under  their  current  air  space  boundaries.  Ask  the  Austin  - 
Middk;  jats  residents  and  visitors.  Until  better  discipline  and  control  of  low-flying  thrill 
seekers!  can  be  employed,  the  Navy  should  not  be  granted  additional  air  space 

1  am  a  frequent  visitor  to  theses  areas,  as  well  as  elsewhere  in  the  state,  and  have 
been  'buzzed'  by  low-flying,  joy-seeking  pilots  who  blatantly  disregard  the 
health  and  safety  of  those  on  the  ground,  The  current  commander  ( Ronnie  ?! ) 
at  Fallon  once  excused  these  actions  because  'pilots  tend  to  be  of  a  different 
personality  base'   That  was,  and  remains,  the  lamest  excuse  -  those  'kids'  are  in 
control  of  multi-million  dollar  aircraft,  and  they  ought  to  have  better  control  and 
i  respect  for  these  expensive  machines,  as  well  as  the  folks  on  the  ground  paying 
j  their  taxes  to  support  this  activity.  We  realize  they  are  training  to  protect  us  with 
I  respect  to  potential  war  threats,  but  does  part  of  that  training  include  'buzzing' 
those  of  us  on  the  ground??  We  think  not . .  .  This  commander's  response  was  a 
poor  example,  illustration  of  leadership.  If  be  canNOT  control  his  pilots  better 
than  this,  he  ought  to  be  replaced  with  one  who  can. 
Comments  were  raised  as  to  employing  better  disciplining  tactics  with  respect  to 
these  errant  pilots.  We  believe  there  ate  technologies  available  for  tracking 
individual  and/or  group  activities  {  OPS  and  computer  tracking  technologies )  to 
better  scrutinize  activities  ( these  are  MULTI-MILLION  dollar  aircraft* ),  that 
would  make  the  pilots  more  accountable  for  their  actions.  If  NOT  then  ground 
the  whole  lot  of  them  until  better  discipline  and  control  can  be  exercised  by  all. 
You  don't  just  give  a  young  kid  the  controls  of  a  multi-million  dollar  piece  of 
equipment  if  you  don't  think  he/she  can  handle  it  responsibly. 
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We  believe  strongly  that 
can  be  made  with  respect 
appearances  of  being  pi 
consequently  should  be 


NU-IO 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  NN 
Ann  S.  and  Tom  C.  Carpenter 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  NN.  Letter  NN  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  A  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  00 


September  20, 1997 

David  R.  Wood 
4269  Muirwood  Circle 

Reno,  Nevada  89509 


ComrnandingOmce.Bngi^FiddActi^West 

Attn.:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis,  Code  1851 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  Ca.  94066-5006 

R,  Navy  proposal  to  take  more  public  land  m  Nevada 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

.         •  land  in  Nevada  saddens  me  and  also  does  not  appear 

The  Navy's  proposals  to  take  more  land     N^  m&T  apd  my 

to  make  a  lot  of  sense.  ^Uam^feJ^^;  ft  concern9  me  when 

^h^andlh^a^^^ 

outsiders  come  in  and  destroy  me  an  dud inm  m 

such  as  myself,  and  all  other  people.  The  Navy    pr  w 

e*u«  three  areas  where  the  Navy  wants  to  expand. 
I  am  personally  familiar  with  two  «***»££?£^  appears  to  be  m  an  area 
The  northern  ^«^ ^££r«  may  not  know,  Sheckler  reservmr 

types  of  bird  life. 

„*m  bIqq  likelv  cut  off  what  little  access 
Furme,  this  proposed**^ 

presently  exists  into  the  ^a^umatn^  ^^  ^  ^  Dead  c,mei 

As  a  matter  effect,  there  are  ^™J££I£L  L^s  that  the  Navy's  proposed 
Mountains  from  Sheckler  reservorr  and  rt^rtamly  appear  on 

expansion  would  eUminate  such  access  Tte  Navy >m U  a  P^  &  ly  utod 

.£  already  limited  some  ■«-»*•  j2  r  ^t  and "urely  not  good  for  the  general 
public  access  roads.  Further  restriction  is  nor  ngm  a» 

public. 
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-iw  familiar  with  is  the  Dixie 
-„«  area  that  lam  pettOwllYfamlrt        __  Wast, 

other  proposed  Navy  «J*£J^U  wants  to  destroy* 


fim" m  ZThac  Wasn't 
vallev  area  and  1  am  aPP*11"! "'  .  +v.e  historic  site  of  *r^^~~  ■„  exist  Frenchman  s. 

Mountains  to  tt>  Ws3  "J™,  lh-er  range,  ^Jj^SEnS**  ™>^     „. 

-  „f  ,ta  Naw's  reasoning  »  «t*«»w  »°"~V  to  vartous  public 
1,  is  repotted  that  partrf  «l*  »£•  ^  „,  P-P"^^,  te  « 


00-4- 


00-5 


oo-£> 


00-7 


0O-8 


Received:      10/   3/97; 


1  :07PM; 


4152443206    ">    CORDLE; 


#3 


OCT.  -03'  97 (FRl)  14:04 


NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:4152443206 


P.  003 


r.     m*  mi  before  is  that  the  Navy 
u  *  t  flTrt  rare  has  been  brought  up  0eiolT!        with  the  Air 

Force.  ^^^fX^vv^theMrFMWf  ^»^™tllsageamnBement6 

Oovaumaa  (M  least  J  hope  »),  »PP 

MUdeoSu-lyt-**10^  MAStt,fteootther»»«ofthe 

KdBAFB1  M  Tke  existing  resources 

appropriately- 


00-3 


P^do^^^""*"*^0"' 


Sincerely 


David  R.  Wood 


cc:  Senator  Richard  Bryan 
Senator  Harry  Reid 
Congressman  Jim  Gibbons 
Congressman  John  Ensign 

Governor  Bob  Miller 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  OO 
David  R.  Wood 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  OO.  Letter  OO  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  OO  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

OO-l  28a 
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Navy  Public  Hearing  On  DEIS 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands. 
Fallon  Convention  Center 
100  Campus  V/ay 
Fallon,  Nevada  89406 


Wed.   Sept.    17,    1997 


Letter  PP 


Our  concern  is  the  withdrawal  of  more  land  around  Bravo-16. 

We  have  always  felt  Bravo-16  should  be  closed,  as  recommended  by 
the  FAA  in  1984,  and  more  recently  by  Gov.  Miller,  Sen.  Bryan  and 
Sen.  Reid.   It  is  technically  an  "In  Town"  bombing  range,  and  was 
originally  meant  for  propeller  type  planes,  not  fast  low  flying 
jets.   There  have  been  7  crashes  on  Bravo-16,  resulting  in  at 
least  2  deaths. 

We  live  6  miles  North  and  1  mile  East  of  Bravo-16.   When  we 
bought  our  property  in  1974,  we  were  not  advised  by  anyone  that 
there  was  a  bombing  range  in  the  area.   For  many  years  the  low 
flying  jets  screamed  by  and  over  us  from  early  morning  till  often 
late  at  night.   In  the  1980's  the  Navy  brought  in  a  Company  from 
back  East  to  set  up  noise  monitors  on  our  property  to  record  the 
decibel  level  of  the  jets.   It  was  business  as  usual  up  to  the  day 
the  noise  monitor  was  set  up,  the  jets  did  not  fly  up  by  us  at  all 
during  the  time  the  monitor  was  here,  and  the  day  after  it  was  : 
removed,  it  was  back  to  business  as  usual.   So  to  anyone  looking 
at  that  report,  there  was  no  noise  problem  here.   The  same  with 
the  EIS  issued  about  1984.   It  showed  about  6  noise  complaints 
called  to  the  Base  from  our  address,  when  in  fact  we  had  called  in 
hundreds  of  times  over  the  years.   Even  now  the  number  of  noise 
complaint  calls  reported  to  the  Press  is  lower  than  the  actual 
number,  and  the  number  of  people  in  this  area  was  reported  lower. 
According  to  a  State  Survey  done  over  a  year  ago,  there  were  2400 
people  living  in  this  area,  and  there  could  be  even  more  now. 

People  who  bought  property  and  built  homes  closer  to  Bravo-16 
after  we  bought  our  property  had  been  advised  by  the  Navy  that 
Bravo-16  was  going  to  be  abandoned  in  the  near  future,  but  this 
never  happened. 

The  end  of  June  we  were  part  of  a  group  attending  a  demonstration 
of  low  flying  jets,  jets  breaking  the  sound  barrier  (sonic  booms), 
etc.   The  noise  monitor  set  up  to  record  the  decibel  level  showed 
the  low  flying  jets  were  as  loud  as  some  of  the  sonic  booms,  and 
this  is  what  we  lived  with  for  many  years. 

Since  Capt.  Ronnie  has  been  the  Base  Commander,  things  have  been 


PP-1 


1 


2. 
considerably  better.   He  has  worked  hard  to  try  to  come  up  with  a 
solution  to  the  problem  that  will  be  beneficial  to  both  the  Navy 
and  the  residents  affected  by  Bravo-16,  for  which  we  commend  him. 
He  has  proposed  a  change  in  the  flight  pattern  so  the  jets  will 
approach  the  bombing  range  from  the  South  where  there  are  no 
residences,  instead  of  from  the  North,  which  is  heavily  populated, 
and  now  is  seeking  BAA  approval  to  make  the  change.   On  July  26th, 
jets  made  test  runs  using  the  proposed  new  flight  pattern,  and  we 
could  barely  hear  them  from  our  place.   We  do  not  know  how  it 
affected  those  living  closer  to  Bravo-16. 

On  Feb.  12th  we  went  to  the  Senate  Hearing  on  closing  or  relocating 
Bravo-16,  and  then  to  the  subsequent  Hearing  where  the  Senate  voted 
to  let  the  Navy  try  the  new  route  it  has  proposed.   However,  Sen. 
Rhoads  said  if  the  FAA  does  not  approve  the  new  flight  pattern,  or 
if  it  is  not  beneficial  to  the  residents  in  the  area,  they  will  look 
again  at  closing  or  relocating  Bravo-16. 

Sincerely, 

Alice  Schneider 
1843  Cherry  Lane 
Fallon,  Nevada  89406 
(702)  867-2434 
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Letters  To  The  Editor:  Feb.  26,  1996        1 

I  am  writing  in  defense  of  Mr.  Bonettijs  concern  about  the  recent       ~ 
jet  crashes  and  public  safety,  in  his  letter  of  Feb.  16th.  The  I 

responses  to  his  letter,  including  an  Editorial  on  Feb.  16th,  suggest 
that  the  jets  do  not  fly  in  residential  areas,  none  has  crashed  within 
37  miles  of  Fallon,  and  the  only  things  disturbed  by  the  "aircraft 
plowing  into  the  earth"  were  a  few  Chukars  and  some  sagebrush.  I 

We  live  6  miles  north  and  1  mile  east  of  Bravo-16,  and  many  times       ™ 
the  jets  have  barely  cleared  our  house  or  trees  as  they've  screamed       « 
over  us  on  their  approach  to  B-16.  Not  only  have  we  been  concerned       9 
about  the  safety  of  the  people  here,  but  for  many  years  were 
subjected  to  unbearable  noise  from  early  morning  till  often  late  at       I 
night.  According  to  a  State  survey,  2400  people  live  in  this  area, 
which  is  considerably  more  than  just  Chukar  and  sagebrush.   And  B-16      § 
is  just  9  miles  SW  of  NAS  Fallon,  which  is  considerably  closer  than       ™ 
37  miles.   There  have  been  7  crashes  on  B-16,  ©ne  due  to  a  mid-air        m 
collision  between  a  jet  and  private  plane,  which  killed  both  pilots.       3 
And  there  have  been  numerous  accidents  right  on  the  Base  during 
take-offs  and  landings.  I 

Gov.  Miller,  Sen.  Bryan  and  Sen.  Reid  have  all  said  to  close  or 
relocate  B-16,  but  instead  the  Navy  is  trying  to  expand  B-16  and  1 

withdraw  another  53  square  miles  around  it.   There  are  thousands  of       ™ 
souare  miles  of  unoccupied  land  in  Nevada  that  the  Navy  could  use.        ■ 
We  feel  the  Navy  is  being  irresponsible  by  ignoring  the  welfare  of        8 
the  people  here,  and  by  not  complying  with  the  request  of  our  State 
leaders,  as  well  as  the  FAA. 

For  the  record,  in  addition  to  the  14  crashes  at  NAS  Fallon  and 
adjacent  ranges  from  May  1951  to  July  1952  that  Mr.  Washer  mentioned       ■ 
in  his  letter  Feb.  22nd,  per  a  report  in  1977,  there  were  25  accidents     ■ 
at  NAS  Fallon  between  1965  and  1976,  resulting  in  5  fatalities.  And       . 
per  a  report  in  1982,  there  were  27  accidents  on  training  ranges  m 

between  1970  and  1981,  resulting  in  at  least  3  fatalities.   In  the 
Special  Nevada  Report  issued  in  1991,  it  stated  that  from  1964  to  1988, 
which  includes  the  above  from  1965  to  1981,  75  aircraft  mishaps 
occured  in  conjunction  with  NAS  Fallon  activities,  on  the  Base,  ■ 

training  ranges,  and  public  or  private  land.  These  reports  go  only  to      ™ 
1988,  and  there  have  been  accidents  since  then,  too.  m 

Finally,  my  husband  and  I  are  extremely  sorry  about  the  loss  of  the      j| 
pilots  who  recently  died,  and  our  hearts  go  out  to  their  families.   We 
sincerely  hope  there  won't  be  any  more  crashes  anywhere  in  the  future.     I 


2¥3    cHZAAy     LA#£  Sincerely. 
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The  US  Constitution 

5th  Amendment  Dec.  15,1791 

11  No  person===be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law,  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use,  without  just  compensation.  " 

14th  Amendment  July  9,  1868 

Section  I 
"No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge 
the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  US  ;  nor  shall  any 
state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due 
process  of  law,  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  it's  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  law." 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  PP 
Alice  Schneider 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  PP.  Letter  PP  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  PP  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  QQ 
Victor  Williams 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  QQ.  Letter  QQ  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  QQ  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 


Withdraw  ^^  ^^  stat.on  FaUon  Nfivada 

September  17, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CAKU 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


.  /S  individual  (no  affiliation) 
Private  Organization 
Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 
Citizen's  Group 
Elected  Representative 
Regulatory  Agency 


^.oftiSaXy^ 


Name:  -^A-* 

Organization  (if  applicable): -_— -g— 

Street  Address  (optional):     S-^^fer 

City/State/Zip  (optional):       Ea^fe.  £°^  J?J-7     b 

Phone  #  (optional); 


7^?/y»*-o<rV3 


.^Yes 
ZjYes 


No 
No 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 

If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


Comments: 


/VAc 


^ 


S    -?r 


ietJ 


Letter  RR 


--   jV.^tc  ,  ^^^X" October  t?   »W7  to:    Entering  Held 
Comments  also  may  be  muled I  by  Ocwbe  MU,  .  Commodore  Drive, 

Activity  West Naval /^'«  ^ «  gSS-d.  )*5 1^  ^<W*M< 

9^  rei' J£«  X  *«*&**■ 


RR-l 


1 
1 

1 
I 
I 

I 

0 

I 
1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
1 
I 


Response  10  Comments 


Letter  RR 
Dan  Walsworth 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  RR.  Letter  RR  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  RR  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

RR-1  20a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 


Received:      11/13/97;  1:32PM; 

NOV.  -13'  97 (THU)  14:28 


4152443206    =•>    CORDLE;         #15 

NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL=4152443206         P.  015 

Letter  SS 


i 


Oct,  1.  w-> 

Commanding  Officer 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  Attn:  Sam  Dennis 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 

RE:  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  Naval  Air 
Station  Fallon 

To  be  included  in  the  DEIS  comments. 


What  you  boys  need  is  a  plan,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  all  military  activity  on  the  land 
and  in  the  air.  This  plan  needs  to  encompass  all  states. 

Across  the  nation  the  military  is  shredding  states,  destroying  public  lands,  endangering 
human  and  wildlife,  and  generally  making  lives  of  many  civilians  miserable. 

This  is  done  all  in  the  name  of  "defense."  Gentlemen,  T  ask  you  directly,  defense  from 
whom.  Who  are  you  defending  us  from?  Who  are  our  "peer  competitors?" 

Specifically  the  DEIS  neglects  to  mention: 

»    Wildlife  issues,  i.e.  eagle  habitat  and  rare  fish  species  including  the  chub 

•  Impact  on  the  Walker  Indian  Reservation 

•  An  analysis  of  alternatives 

It  appears  that  the  military  thinks  BLM  land  is  theirs.  Wrong!  There  is  other  land 
available.  Use  itl 


SS-1 


SS-2 
SS-3 

ss-4 


Thank  you,  M 

E.  C.  Mueller 
P.O.  Box  216 
Crestone,  CO  81 131 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  SS 
E.  C.  Mueller 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  SS.  Letter  SS  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  SS  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

SS-1     '  3a 

SS-2  13a 

SS-3  16a 

SS-4  la 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter  TT 


August  11,  1997 


Commanding  Officer 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
90O  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  California  94066-0720 
Attn:  Sam  Dennis 


Re:  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training 
Purposes  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon 


Dear  Mr,  Dennis: 

My  wife  and  I  enjoy  many  outdoor  activities  including  being  rockhounds,  One  of  our 
favorite  areas  to  rockhound  in  is  called  the  "Fairview  area."  This  area  is  found  south  and 
east  of  the  junctions  of  Highways  50  and  839  (southeast  of  Fallon  approx,  35  miles).  It's 
my  understanding  that  this  is  one  of  the  many  areas  the  Navy  wants  to  withdraw. 

It  seems  these  days  that  everyone  is  tying  up,  or  withdrawing  lands,  or  whatever,  and  TT- 1 

leaving  us  the  general  public  with  few  places  to  go, 

Can  there  not  be  a  compromise  made?  How  about  opening  areas  during  specific  times  of 
the  year  for  rockhounding,  hunting,  whatever?  Or  -  guided  hunts  where  Navypersonnel 
are  present  to  ensure  we  the  general  public  don't  walk  over  the  wrong  hill?  Or  something 
-  not  just  taking  another  huge  area  (for  all  the  best  reasons)  and  saying  too  bad! 

Look  forward  to  hearing  from  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 


SHN  PETERSON 
390  Tucker  Road 
Reno,  Nevada  89511 

Phone:  (702)849-1522 
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Copies  to: 

President  Bill  Clinton 
The  White  House 
1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
Washington,  D.C. 

U.S.  Senator  Richard  H.  Bryan 
364  Russell  Senate  Office  Bldg. 
Washington,  D.C,  20510-2804 


U.S.  Senator  Harry  Reid 
324  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg. 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 

U.S.  Congressman  Jim  Gibbons 
1116LongworthH.O.B, 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Governor  Robert  J-Mifler 
State  Capitol  Building 
Capitol  Complex 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89710 


Secretary  of  State  Dean  Heller 
State  Capitol  Building 
Carson  City,  Nevada  897 10 


Senator  Ernest  E.  Adler 
412  North  Division  St. 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89703 


Assemblyman  Mark  Amodei 
805  W.  Sunset  Way 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89703 


1 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  TT 
John  Peterson 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  TT.  Letter  TT  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  TT  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

TT-1  20c 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 


Letter  UU 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  16,  1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below:  A^ rtvXAyS  c»^^y^s^ 


Individual  (no  affiliation) 

Private  Organization 

Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 

Citizen's  Group 

Elected  Representative 

Regulatory  Agency 


<&%  / 1  A"*?  'Tt^-l&UJ^j 


&*i>&$j3<£<SrT^ 


Name:  Jit  fl^k^tZ^a^      f-*fC-  '^1? 

Organization  (if  applicable): „__ 

Street  Address  (optional):   /a.y.  ffJt  **>60  C**v^(Zo**i~**--  <->  6JL&^  \ 

City/State/Zip  (optional):     ^^,^     ggfo^-  C)><^ 

Phone  #  (optional):  -7o  2  ■"?•?  «?.»a^e    


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 


</ 

'Yes 
Yes 

No 

NoV^©**^-y^ 


If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


Comments: 


**&y^-» 


<\  <5xH^u<j^-qf.  e*-j->*  w^ 


<2t*w 


—■f  X*^d  &.    C^A^.  ZAjfrr^  Oa^j-^    -$  Lyi^i  ^etJ-S^  O^zs'  ~&u>. 


Comments  also  'may  be  mailed  by  October  10,  1997  to:  Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive. 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-.1000,  Ann:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1 85 1). 


UU-1 


crttachment  to  tebter  UU    greetings 

FROM 


DUGAN  L.  HUNTSMAN 

12255  THiSTLE  COURT 

(LEMMON  VALLEY) 

RENO 

NEVADA  89506-9456 

U.S.A. 


PHONE  (AREA  702)  972-0939 
DATE:  f~*.4>~*  1*11 


_^  Viz  *Tn*er^6 


<tcS?rx*»^ 


z*U 


c 


J3  i  "hi   \^  u 


^y^     ^Ar^-^gr, 


/^W^a 


\\ 


<*-A 


/-/<5   ^ 


<fez^Xp^Mf  ti¥7^M^^ 


— i 


. -> — 


n^^L 


^v^^V^g^^5^^^>€^g.   / — 


^^  C /U^-t^jy^i^l^  ft^^^  j£p&lB*J  ^£r*~sr»~>j  X^^i— 


tJhju^&^^^u^t  a^A  /n^>y  u+***>  t^***  Q^^\fz^^^  , 


±-v-j 


7^*~*r£. 


f       .  1 


>*-€£=-£ 


£«W°-CS, 


'-&? 


l^ur^  &^&&j^*<4^~vi      #>f-^&*^ 


CAsu^w1)  *-*-^A  ^rw^s  ^^^-^  S^-^g^^n^^U-^ 
^fe  <#*  £-**44   ^  ^^  /^^.  #****-*  »  ^  d*^&^^&^*-^  r^^ 


a 


&Uot  <^*^U  r***4* t  ^^Z!1^^^^2^ 


5-^V-i^-g>-rv^ 


£*~i*^& 


^^S^^  j^Tfw 


<Z7 


/— ZA«~}CJU^/  ^i&i^y 


<DH® 


(M 


(ZA^^JJJl  (U*a& 


i 


^ 


^i 


.a 


■^C^^d 


<y*~l 


7- 


">f~/ 


^ 


sw.* 


v^zA,  fa*>M  <£*W 


I 


§ 


%; 


rVl 


STSS 


(Cc 


fr 


n 


','///# 


JSIH»> 


/2R 


rrw 


' .  «p'/V  ■%= 


r-*  k 


J"  I 


r 


/ 


\     <r* 


^1 


*^£ 


'£ 


«* 
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PART  III 

Because  BLM  has  taken  my  gold  and  silver  claims  away  -from 
me,  my  losses  have  been: 

i.  Loss  of  gold  and  silver  claims $ . — * 

2.  Loss  of  fees - 324.00 

3".  Loss  of  three  years  of  work 6,240.00 

4.  Loss  of  pre-mining  royalty  payments 17,000.00 


5.-  Less  of  assessment  payments 2,0p0.00 


*The  Mining  Company  Lessee  of  my  claims  was  prepared  to  spend 
$1,000,000  to  delineate  the  ore  body  and  other  prerequisites  for 
mining. 

Gold  fire  assayed  1.0*  oz .  ,  which  as  you  know,  is  far  above 
average  (about  20  times  the  mineable  average).   The  sample  for 
gold  assay  was  taken  by  Placer  Dome.   Silver  fire  assayed  42  oz . 
which  is  also  far  above  svE-rege.       The  sample  -for  silver  assay  was 
taken  by  Nawmont.   This  is  rich  ore.   Millions  of  dollars  will  be 
required  for  mining  startup.   Millions  of  dollars  will  go  for 
wages  and  millions  of  dollars  will,  go  to  Nevada  and  the  federal 
government"  in  the  form  of  taxes. 


& 


C-~.<fci 


pj~    O   /0  „.^,  ^  ^«-L^l_0-r%^CJ&     SI     4    A  <-- v;^/  try  *****    »t«M-MM 


C4^  (i^^u^^X^^  S>  $  6  L-^  V 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  UU 
Dugan  L.  Huntsman 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  UU.  Letter  UU  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  UU  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

UU-1  6a 


FElSfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter W 


JOHN  E.  MARVEL 

ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 

285  JOtk  Sintt 

Ell™,  NV  89801  to  .  ^^J™'**1 

RAYMOND  E.  CONNELLY 

P.O.B«2M£ 

Ell»,  NV  89803  TrkpW  (702)  738-9881 

F„NumW<702»  738.0187 


October  10, 1997 
CERTIFIED  RETURN-RECEIPT 


Td  My.' 


Commanding  Officer,  Engineering  Field  Activity  West  '  WJlJfhfl  > 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command  *Q 

900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  California  94066 

Attention:  Mr.  Samuel  L.  Dennis,  Environmental  Planning  Bran 

Re:  Praft  Environmental  Tmpa^  flWrWftf 

Withdrawn!  of  Pubhr  J  an*  far  ggggg  Sgfaj  fi  ^-T  rm, 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

In  reference  to  the  above  described  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (r>VK\  ;CD„^  * 

Marve  and  Patrice  B.  Marvel.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marvel  recently  acquired  from  Mr  Don  CoomVn 
rm  txfle  and  interest  in  and  to  all  rights,  privileges,  preference'!  pSmT^L  Zra^ 
fS 1lTn  *"  fC?raI  d°main  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  LrtlKmSh teta 
Flat  Allotment,  together  with  all  water  rights  appurtenant  thereto,  coopeSSTSSSLiS 
range  unprovements  used  in  connection  with  said  grazing  permit.  agreements  and 

mmt.  ?Brefi5.' M  *  result  of  ^  c]i£ot's  recent  acquisition  we  have  been  asked  to  provide  written 
cornmentsrcga^ 

betett  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marvel,  please  note  the  following  comments. 


1.        First  and  foremost,  the  DEIS  appears  to  neglect  one  of  the  most  significant  factor, 
which  absolutely  must  be  considered  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy  in  LSSSSSJE 

my  chent's  authorized  grazing  preference  within  the  BasS  fTaToS  *  * *** 


VV-1 
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Mr.  Samuel  I.  Dennis  _ 

He:  Draft  Environmental  impact  Statement  °Ct0btr  J°'  }"? 

Pave  2 


Page  2 


T  tt  m2'       , BaS£d  Up°n  *"  iraPleme*atk>n  of  the  maximum  withdrawal  area  under  alternative 

1587  AUMs  wrthm  the :  Bass  Flat  Allotment.  Based  upon  ,  present  cost  faJS.tffl94» Lr  A^Z 
this  loss  m  grazing  preference  would  translate  to  approximately  $44,235.00. 

of  afJL      AJth°Ugb  ^  DEIS  StateS  **  *"  Navy  wi]I  exP,ore  means  ^  compensating  holder 
of  affected  grazing  permrts,  pursuant  to  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  and  subject  tScXSiSS 

author^tton  and  appropriation,  there  is  obviously  no  guarantee  to  the  aff ted permK Tfi 
fiwcMfiw  ^Hmwarr  £5W4  Zrwwtoc*  <3raz/fl£.  permittees,  §££ 

^  « 11  4'        i* °?°V6r' to  DHS  appcws  tD  te  internally  contradictory  and  often  times  difficult 
to  My  comprehend  and  understand.  Specifically  the  document  suggest  Z  Xi TmSimun  rf 

Lahontan  Resource  Management  Area.    See.  Executive  Summary  ES-I4,  livestock  Grim 
However  approxtmately  5,386  AUMs  would  actually  be  affected  wSin  me  iStiSZS 

sua^^^wsrr  *■*  ^  *•"■* w* — 

5.  At  a  minimum  under  alternatives  L  II  and  III  mv  clip-nt'*  a!ir>tm,»„t  ,.  m  u 

tees6??  t  t* em  ^^  '»'«.t:i:s: 

£lSt£  °"  "  WM<* liwtook  S1^  «o«M  be  completely  elimhS S 

SiS?""  6ramig  Witbin  *  ^  ma  ™dd  te  -«W  *>  the  KfoSy 

6.  Furthermore,  and  again  under  alternatives  I,  II  and  IU  mv  client'*  aUnt™^  „«it  t. 
a  rnwimum  of  5  1 1(\  s™  M^  „  ™„„:  /•  *■  ,™  .  '    y    l  nt  s  allotment  will  have 

compauoie  with  Navy  trammg  operations,  these  training  operations  are  not  well  defined. 

all  of  the  cJ^aXf'  T^^f^ th£  pfeCedin8= we  «  «*«  ^  believe  ft*  most  if  not 

^IZtei^^^t^   s  *"** effectively  "■""*«  ray  clie*'s 

which  would  o^^rSTSnf  ^"^f^^^^^^^^^^no^lm^ 

wuum  occur  as  a  result  of  the  loss  of  water  resources  within  the  rn^™«,  a  i    j 
Apparency  access  to  the  four  existing  developments  would  be  clo7e^ce£  ?&?  ?'  W-  2 
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Mr.  Samuel  L.  Dennis 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  October  JO.  1997 

Pave  3 
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£SV£ Kirs  srirr  °:t  z  tsprine  r  °™  «*  * 

Z)eve/opme«W,  J?-55.  J7g*re  j :7fl  "*    *■    Gra^  W/totemtt  and  Water 

of  to  n'L  JSU  •taf?*r  advi!!d1taI  te  me*'"1  °f  dtaributai  aSHad  by  to  Department 

of  preference  grazni,  and  raulupte  «.  togefeer  with  the  taking  and  confiscation  of  wa  J  rights 

to  Siva  2T2T '""  ""  q'^m  WhaSOeV,!r  """^  *■  fcrc«Dfafe  I*-  "°  ■"*  heshatc 

Sincerely, 

JOIME.  MARVEL 

JEM/rc  V 

cc:  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Joseph  C  Marvel 

Mr.  John  O.  Singlaub,  BLM  District  Management,  Carson  City  District  Office 


VV-2. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  W 
John  E.  Marvel 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  W.  Letter  W  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  VV  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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ISA  H.  KENT 

1545  GETTO  CIRCLE 

FALLOW,  SEVABA  89406 


TEL=4152443206         P. 004 

Letter  WW 


September  23,   1997 


Commanding  °*""*       tvlty  Meat 
S  SSfSlSSl.  94066-5006 
Code  1851 

ae  ^ .  p—j-.  a.*  -sis  a  nrr  *. 

0f  Bravo  17  in  the  Stillwater  Range 

iMd  withdrawal.  ^  electrcm±t 

Ue  believe  the  withdrawal  »*»«;•_ !' t^  already  withdrawn  hy 

the  NEU.4.B  geea  0Iie_haH: 

If  the  referred  Alternative  is  -•*  *■£«*■  «**ii  th*  1^' 

wildlife  away  froa  water,  in  P^t  J 

problems. 

yours  truly i 


WW-1 


WW-Z 


Ira  H.  Kent 


IHK:  ir 


Bruce  K»  Kent 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  WW 
Ira  H.  and  Bruce  K.  Kent 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  WW.  Letter  WW  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  WW  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

WW-1  le 

WW-2  19a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 


Received:   10/  9/97;   12:03PM;  4152443206  =>  COROLE;   #14 
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Waymen  &  Judy  Rosenlund 
HC  61  Box  6169 
Austin,  Nevada  893 10 


TEL:4152443206  P.  014 

Letter  XX 


October  1,  1997 


Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94006-5006 

Attention;  Mr.  Sam  Dennis 

Environmental  Planning  Branch 
Code  1851 


We  have  a  grazing  permit  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  north  of  Highway 
50  within  the  E.  W.  Range.  It  is  Frenchman  Flat  and  its  in  the  proposed  land  withdrawal. 
Frenchman  Flat  is  half  of  our  livestock  operation. 

We  believe  the  withdrawal  should  be  held  to  the  old  electronic  warfare  range  as  there  has  been 
sufficient  land  already  withdrawn  by  the  Nellis  Airforce  withdrawal  for  integrated  air  and 
ground  training. 

If  the  Preferred  Alteration  is  used,  we  would  like  to  see  a  one-half  mile  buffer  area  around  all 
springs  and  water  troughs  within  the  withdrawal. 

We  want  to  be  reassured  that  if  the  navy  disrupts  our  ranching  operation  in  any  way,  you  will 
furnish  us  with  winter  range  comparable  with  Frenchman  Flat  and  the  same  distance  from  our 
headquarters  or  the  Navy  will  buy  our  entire  ranch. 


XX- 1 
XX-2. 

XX-3 


Your  truly, 


Waymen  Rosenlund 


^^  Q«.*jlJs< 


Judy  Rosenlund 
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Response  to  Commenis 


Letter  XX 
Waymen  and  Judy  Rosenlund 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  XX.  Letter  XX  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  XX  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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4152443206    ->    CORDLE;         #7 

NAVY  EFA  EST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL;4152443206 


P.  007 

Letter  YY 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Navfll  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  17, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


y/"  Individual  (no  affiliation) 

Private  Grganixnlion 

Federal,  Stale,  or  Local  Government 
~  Citizen's  Group 
"  Elected  Representative 

Regulatory  Agency 


Name: 

Organization  (if  applicable) 

Street  Address  (optional): 

City/Stale/Zip  (optional):         ,,  „M—»«,.,y 

Phone  H  (optional):  -HAo*W»  fl-onwloVA*  — 


tlV3rRV»3i%^^?9^SS 


*'«*<*  mux 


eSuSjl   55 


Yes 
Yes 


No 
No 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 

If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting-  Thank  you. 


Comments: 


>ftOP. 


JOa ffrrcfVflSttA^rftS 


5SSJ5    -W*      "*»*ftt     TSP>Dft[^c^a^ 


<yp.oPc7C\ 


gAoW 


Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  October  10,  1W7  10: 


Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive, 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006,  Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851). 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  YY 
Jo  Geyer,  Alpine  Corners  Ranch 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  YY.  Letter  YY  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  YY  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  ZZ 
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Response  lo  Comments 


Letter  ZZ 
Lewis  J.  Munger 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  ZZ.  Letter  ZZ  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  ZZ  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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Letter  AAA 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  17, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


)^      Individual  (no  affiliation) 
Private  Organization 
Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 
Citizen's  Group 
Elected  Representative 
Regulatory  Agency 


Name: 

Organization  (if  applicable): 
Street  Address  (optional): 
City/State/Zip  (optional): 
Phone  #  (optional): 


Hifcr     ?roi 


££i 


?.n.    tioK^iTi 


f^gJBfc    ;UV      <3<^?^~ 


f*>n-'srw 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 


^.Yes 
Yes 


m 


No 

No 


If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


Comments: 
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Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  October  10,  1997  to:  Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive, 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006.   Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1X^1) 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  AAA 
Mike  Protani 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  AAA.  Letter  AAA  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  AAA  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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Letter  BBB 


NAVY  LEAGUE  of  the  UNITED  STATES 

IFDUMMO  19021 

%t  &v!lla*  -fkm  oj  the  Mtvtj 
RENO  COUNCIL 


Dear  Sir: 


10/5/97 


On  September  16, 1997 1  attended  a  Public  Hearing  in  Reno  Nevada  on  the  withdrawal  of  same 
127,365  acres  of  public  land  far  training  associated  with  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station.  The  Navy  did  an 
excellent  job  of  presenting  the  tacts  and  the  need  for  the  additional  land  to  facilitate  realistic  combat  tactical 
ground  training,  increase  safety  to  the  public  for  continued  population  growth  west  of  the  City  of  Fallon, 
provide  long-term  management  for  off-range  ordnance,  and  afford  flexibility  in  developing  air  combat 
training  and  electronic  warfare  threat  scenarios. 

Though  the  Navy  is  asking  for  control  of  some  127,356  acres  iu  reality  only  some  40,280  acres  would 
be  denied  public  access  and  usage.  These  40,280  acres  are  a  danger  to  the  public  because  of  expended 
ordnance  that  has  taken  place  over  the  past  55  years. 

As  President  of  the  Reno  Council  of  the  Navy  League  I  highly  support  the  Navy  in  this  effort  to  provide 
optimal  training  to  our  young  men  and  women  who  will  go  in  harms  way  to  protect  our  way  of  life.  This 
has  been  an  issue  for  some  twelve  years  and  it  is  high  time  the  Navy  gets  the  laud  it  requires. 


/  ■ 


BBB-1 


Qr.  W.  Craig  Bsir'Capt,  USN  Ret. 


RENO,  NEVADA  COUNCIL 


P.O.  BOX  6QB8 


RENO,  NEVADA  8951 3-6088 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  BBB 
Dr.  Craig  Bell,  Navy  League  of  the  United  States 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  BBB.  Letter  BBB  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  BBB  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

BBB-1  27a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter  CCC 


21  September,  1997 
1 292  Rambling  Wind  Dr. 
Fallon,  Nevada  89406 


Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066-5006 

Attention:    Mr.  Sam  Denis,  Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

Dear  Mr.  Denis, 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  my  thoughts  and  concerns 
relative  to  the  Navy's  proposal  for  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands  for 
range  safety  and  training  purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  Nevada.    First,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  I  fully  support  the  U.S.  Military  and  this  proposal. 

Next,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  remarks  made  by  a  number  of  the 
speakers  at  the  public  meeting  held  in  Falbn,  Nevada  on  September 
17,1997  on  this  subject.   A  meeting  that  I  attended  and  also  made  a  few 
remarks.   It  appeared  to  me  that  most  of  the  opposition  was  by  a  few 
special  interest  groups  or  individuals  who  expressed  there  concerns  over 
relatively  minor  inconveniences  or  sacrifices  that  they  may  personally 
experience  if  this  proposal  is  approved.    Then  there  were  others  who  have 
an  axe  to  grind  with  anything  the  government  or  Navy  wants  to  do.    It 
didn't  appear  that  any  considered  the  overall  benefits  to  our  country. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  state  my  position  on  this  proposal.  I  believe  we  all 
need  to  look  at  it  with  a  much  broader  view.  We  are  asking  our  young  men 
and  women  of  the  Navy  to  defend  the  United  States  for  us  and  if  necessary 
sacrifice  their  lives.    The  least  we  can  do  is  provide  these    people  with 
the  best  possible  training  available  even  if  it  results  in  some  small 
sacrifices  or  inconveniences  to  relatively  few  of  the  civilian  population. 
These  young  people  are  being  trained  here  in  Fallon  in  modern  air  warfare 
tactics  using  high  speed,  high  technology  aircraft.    Good  training  is  an 
absolute  necessity.    As  a  result  more  space  is  required.    Further,  it  would 
not  surprise  me  if  even  more  space  will  be  required  in  the  future  when  the 
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NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:4152443206 


P.  023 


next  generation  of  aircraft  is  placed  into  service. 

In  summary  my  position  relative  to  this    proposal  is  as  follows: 

1 .  I  fully  support  the  military  and  this  proposal 

2.  We  need  to  provide  our  young  navy  personnel  with  the  best 
possible  training  facilities  available.    Especially  those  using  high 
technology  equipment. 

3.  That  the  opposition  to  this  proposal,  at  least  that  those  verbally 
expressed  at  the  17  September  meeting  in  Fallon  Nevada,  was  from  a 
few  special  interest  groups  or  individuals  who  might  experience  a 
few  minor  inconveniences  as  a  result  of  this  proposal  rather  than 
considering  the  much  larger  benefits  to  the  country. 


ccc-l 


Sincerely  yours, 


William  E.  (Bill)  Stephens 
Concerned  U.S.  Citizen  and  Fallon 
Residence 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  CCC 
William  E.  Stephens 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  CCC.  Letter  CCC  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  CCC  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

CCC-1  27a 
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Letter  DDD 


September  19, 1997 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Enviranmemal  Planning  Branch 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006 
Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dermis  Code  703 1 

Mr.  Dennis: 

pmMSSlSSS^fl  2T2  **  ?iNaVy  >S  *"*■«"*»  tapact  Statement  for  the 
ASrS2SS^2,CifndS  ?  Rm8a  S8fely  **  Tjaiaia^  *  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada, 

ZiiSlvi£S>wS2Sf  S  55  ^  0Wdoorsn*I1> *  taPMfr  visit  the  open  areas  around  Fallon 
SJSl^'  Whdel.lrau,«|g  acfvjf  es  are  occasionally  disruptive,  I  usually  rt  cmaiaiiSSand 

ST«  m  ^  4  iU?tnuan,&10  survive  while  defending  our  country  against  threats  that  seem  to 

connnX "SS?  ft  ^™  J?*-*"-.  Me*  I  wLd  have  »73S££tti  of  a 
anSSS.^2  ^  ^  ?nw*B  0f  its  ta5fPavers'  money I0  a™  itself  with  aircraft  oiStoft 
and  ^veapons,  support  ships,  maintenance  personnel  and  iiifrastructure,  etc.  but  yet  dravtaSSIta  ST^ 
People  on  the  "potnty  end"  because  somebody's  cows  would  have  to  ^mSSSS^JL^ 

JESSSZ  SK*"!"  LIS  2£  l0°ks  to  ■» like  a  »-**  »*»L  »**  I  hope  *c 
peoSe  Wed  C°  COnBtiain  *■  ^^  of  Mn,e  or  °»  «"■«<?*  most  valuable 
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Sincerely, 


Randy  efoggin 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  DDD 
Randy  Goggin 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  DDD.  Letter  DDD  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  DDD  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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Letter  EEE 


Wilbur  E.  Stephens 

Patricia  A.  Stephens 

1350  Manchester  Circle 

Fallon,  Nevada  89406 


September  30,  1997 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
900  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006 

Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851) 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  your  land  withdrawal  request  for  the  Navy  at 
the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada. 

My  wife  and  I  have  attended  most  of  the  information  meetings  presented  by 
the  staff  at  FNAS. 

Our  position  in  regard  to  the  land  withdrawal  is  as  follows: 

As  a  veteran  of  World  War  II  we  have  experienced  the  effects  of  minimal 
military  capabilities  and  believe  this  country  should  maintain  a  strong, 
well-trained  military  system.  Casualties  of  poorly-trained  personnel  are 
several  times  greater  than  well-trained  units. 

The  number  one  factor  in  regard  to  the  land  withdrawal  should  be  the 
safety  of  the  pilots  and  other  related  personnel  and  to  provide  sufficient 
facilities  for  their  training.   Modern  high-speed  jet  aircraft  require 
additional  air  space  for  their  training  maneuvers. 

The  United  States  Congress  and  Defense  Department  have  made  the 
decision  to  enlarge  and  make  the  FNAS  the  primary  training  facility  and  in 
many  cases  the  only  facility  for  certain  operational  requirements.  Millions 
of  tax  dollars  have  been  spent  on  base  facilities  within  the  past  few  years 
and  for  the  relocation  of  training  units  such  as  the  Top  Gun  School.  It  is 
essential  to  provide  adequate  air  space  to  supplement  base  facilities  to  meet 
training  requirements. 

Where  possible,  areas  that  are  used  for  overflight  only  should  be  duel  use 
areas.  Public  access  should  be  made  available  to  areas  wherever  possible. 
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a  ZSSXW*  «  both  c™»  Uto  a„d  ft.  StittwaKr 
Wildlife  Refuge  than  the  flyover  of  naval  aircralt, 

Mv  wife  and  I  personally  observed  a  pair  of  eagles  perched  on  power  poles 
ZXiTL  flight  path"  of  aircraft  along  highway  50  »  On. jVgJy .  As 
a  photographer,  pointing  a  telescope  camera  lens from ^  *«£■£• 
distance  is  more  disturbing  to  eagles  and  hawks  than  low  flying  aircratt. 

We  realize  that  the  noise  level  occasionally  ^S^SiS^S^ 
flight  path  in  Churchill  County,  but.most  ^J^J^^wff 
the  facVthat  overflights  of  aircraft  are  hanruess    The  «*»**»  ™A:> 
training  is  so  beneficial  to  our  entire  nation  that  it  far  exceeds  any 
complaints. 

Potation  growth  has  forced  the  relocation  of  a  number  of  important 
taSntate 552  States.  It  also  seems  the  path  of  wisdom  for  us  to  define 

to  rS  dvUta  p^ssure  and  establish  sufficient  oases  for  our  defense 
needs  for  some  time  to  come. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express  our  comments. 
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Yours  very  truly, 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  EEE 
Wilbur  E.  and  Patricia  A.  Stephens 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  EEE.  Letter  EEE  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  EEE  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter  FFF 


DONALD  T.  TEN  EYCK 

1924  Rio  Tinto  Drive 

Sparks  Nevada  89434 
Phone/FAX  702-359-4976 

9  October  J  997 

Commanding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California  94066.5006 

RE;  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range 
Safety  and  Training  Purposes  in  the  vicinity  of  NAS  Fallon,  Nevada 

Atl;  Mr.  Samuel  L.  Dennis,  Environmental  Planning  Branch,  Code  1851 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis: 

NAS  Fallon  in  now  one  of  the  most  important  training  facilities  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  It  Is  therefore  essential  that  our  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  pilots  have  all  of  the 
space  that  they  need  to  train  and  it  is  also  important  that  the  safety  of  the  public  is 
protected.  The  proposal  under  discussion  accomplishes  these  objectives, 

In  the  mid  1960's  the  United  States  NHvy  returned  over  830,000  acres  of  land  to  the 
public  because,  at  that  time,  it  wasn't  needed.  For  over  12  years  the  Navy  has  been  trying 
to  acquire  over  190,000  acres  because  warfare  is  different,  the  aircraft  are  different  and 
training  is  different  In  addition,  booftuao  of  the  bane  to  alignment  nnd  clouure  act  n«w 
commands  have  been  transferred  to  NAS  Fallon,  for  example  Top  Gun  and  Top  Dome. 
Today  the  request  for  127,365  acres  is  necessary. 

The  Mayor  of  the  city  of  Fallon  and  the  Churchill  County  delegation  support  the  current 
proposal  and  they  represent  the  people  most  directly  affected  by  this  proposal. 
1  support  this  proposal  beoause  it  is  reasonable  and  it  is  about  time  that  a  decision  that  is 
essential  to  our  national  security  be  made  in  the  affirmative 

1  urge  all  in  authority  to  vote  to  approve  this  proposal  because  the  pilots  and  aircrews  that 
fly  in  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  planes  must  receive  the  best  training  that  our  nation  can 
provide 

On  a  personal  note,  I  have  three  friends  who  were  shot  down  in  Vietnam.  On  Thursday  2 
October  1997 1  stood  before  the  grave  of  one  of  the  three,  Captain  Ralph  W.  Caspole, 
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USMC,  Grave  332g  Section  35  Arlington  National  Cemeteiy.  Warren  was  killed  in  action 
on  4  June  1966  at  the  age  of  33. 1  thought  of  his  wife  and  the  family  that  he  could  of  had 
and  1  lifted  my  head  from  Warren's  grave  and  tooted  around  at  the  hundreds  of  grave 
stones  representing  the  young  men  and  women  who  died  in  the  service  of  their  country  1 
was  standing  on  sacred  ground  consecrated  by  the  young  men  and  women  who  gave  their 
jives  for  our  freedom,  They  cannot  voice  their  opinion  Dn  the  subject  of  our  national 
defense  but  1  will  say  to  you,  do  not  put  another  young  man  or  women  into  a  grave  at  the 
Arlington  National  Cemetery  for  lack  of  adequate  training, 


The  other  two  men  who  were  shot  down  in  Vietnam  did  not  die  in  Vietnam  but  both  spent 
over  7  years  at  the  Hanoi  Hilton  as  prisoners  of  War.  One  of  them,  Captain  Dick  Station, 
USN  (ret)  was  a  high  school  classmate  of  mine  and  presently  lives  in  Florida,  The  other, 
Captain  Ray  Alcorn,  USN  (ret)  spoke  at  the  public  hearing  in  Reno  on  16  September 
1 997.  Ray  was  26  years  old  when  he  was  shot  down  and  34  years  old  when  he  wp 
released,  He  stated,  at  the  public  hearing,  that  the  training  at  NAS  Fallon  is  extremely 
important  and  he  speculated  that  if  the  kind  of  training  that  now  takes  place  at  NAS  Fallon 
was  available  to  him  prior  to  the  time  that  his  air  group  left  for  Vietnam  he  probably 
would  not  have  been  shot  down, 

In  conclusion,  it  is  now  time  to  make  a  decision  that  will  protect  the  lives  of  the  young 
men  and  women  who  serve  our  country  in  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps.  I  urge  your 
support  for  Alternative  ]  1  and  the  withdrawal  of  127,365  acres  of  land  for  training 
purposes. 


Very  truly  yourfi. 
Donald  T,  Ten  Eye! 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  FFF 
Donald  T.  Ten  Eyck 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  FFF.  Letter  FFF  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  FFF  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 
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Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  17, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


V    Individual  (no  affiliation) 

Private  Organization 

Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 

__  Citizen's  Group 

Elected  Representative 

Regulatory  Agency 


Name: 

Organization  (if  applicable): 
Street  Address  (optional): 
City/State/Zip  (optional): 
l>hone  if  (optional): 
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IT  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  yUllr  comment* 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 
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Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  Ostober  to,  1997  u>;  Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilmea  Engineering  Command,  90Q  Commodore  Drive 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006.  Ann;  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851). 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  GGG 
Sally  J.  Cook 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  GGG.  Letter  GGG  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  GGG  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

GGG-1  28a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  HAS  Fallon,  NV 


«*i.-«  umtmuj  1j:UI         NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:4152443206  p.  on 

fil^S?* Letter  HHH 


g^K^- c5Zk?/gf 


&2__ 


-Aj&4&6d<.-  Z. 


.^42, 


> 


j£aA.^Oc 


(&<&&£  i^&2lzj&„ 


ZF- 


MHH-I 


"_^.^ 


v: 


JZ&UL* 


4&&. 


HHH-2 


HHH-3 


*m.  -m  yyiTHU)  13:02        NAVY  EFA  1ST  Em  PLNG 


TEL4152443206 


P.  018 


HHH-3 


HHH-4/ 


HUH-5 


-■■-HHH-& 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  HHH 
Virginia  Carrington 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  HHH.  Letter  HHH  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  HHH  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  III 


Commanding  Officer 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  Attn:  Sam  uenms 

900  Commodore  Dr. 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 

September  25, 1997 

Re:  DEIS  for  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Kange  Safety  and  Training  Purposes,  Nava!  Air 

Station,  Fallon,  Nevada 

Dear  Commander  and  Staff, 

,  nave  read  to  draft  environmental  impact  cement  on  to  proposed  Nevada  Und 

w«hdrawal  and  !  ton*  you  tor  to  oppornmft,  •  s>mmen,  on  this  **.  *»  to  «m* 
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-+ariEri«      I  have  only  questions  and  feelmgb,  ami  atter 
„,  wi  nor  have  I  any  other  contrary  statistics,     i  nave  amy  h 

miles  to  Navy  wishes  to  appropriate,  only  a  deeper  and  mo 

tods  in  wNchi.  is  my  birth  right  to  love  and  protect.  „,„„,,,« 

whipsna*,  .atoad  minnow  and  yes.  tod«r  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

that  I  would  like  to  continue  growing  there  so  I  nugn. 

survey,  were  done.    The   Uthic  scatter-    ep  ^  ^  ^ 

comprehensive  inveadgattons.    ft,  hard  ~*£^ "L^  to  mUU-y 
companion,  h-ng  blown  up  ror  to  sake  oi  —  P^  ^  ^  _ 
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Frances  Spf 
887  Primrose  St. 
Reno,  NV  89509 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  III 
Frances  Spikes 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  III.  Letter  III  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  III  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  JJ  J 


Cold  Springs  October  4, 1997 


Engineering  Field  Activity  West, 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command, 
900  Commodore  Drive, 
San  Bruno,  Ca  94066-5006 


Stina  E  Patnoude, 
52200  Austin  Highway, 
Fallon,  NV  89406 


Attention  Mr.  Sam  Dennis, 

I  attended  the  meeting  in  Austin,  NV  last  week  and  would  like  to  add  ray  comments 
regarding  the  withdrawal  proposed  in  our  area. 

I  do  not  have  anything  against  the  Navy's  proposal  IF  the  proposed  withdrawal  would  be 
the  end  of  h.  BUT  it  seems  to  me  with  the  added  activities  we  are  in  for  a  pretty  rough 
time  as  far  as  the  supersonic  flying  is  concerned. 

When  my  husband  and  I  bought  Cold  Springs  Station  in  the  Fall  of  1979  there  was  very 
little  disturbance  to  speak  of.  What  damages  we  sustained  (and  there  were  a  few)  the 
Navy  eventually  paid  for.  Not  without  us  having  endured  a  lot  of  aggravation  such  as  not 
being  compensated  for  having  to  drive  62  miles  to  Fallon  and  get  whatever  supplies 
needed  to  fix  "things"  However,  that  is  not  what  I  would  want  or  need  to  comment  on. 

My  situation  is  quite  different  now.  My  husband,  Preston  Patnoude,  passed  away  in  1991 
and  t  now  find  myself  not  being  able  to  sell  the  property  that  we  had  acquired  BEFORE 
you  even  gave  notice  of  that  you  would  be  flying  supersonic  above  us.  My  property 
entails  60  acres  adjacent  to  the  Cold  Spring  Station  and  the  Highway  Maintenance 
Station.  It  was  purchased  in  April  1980. 

I  sold  Cold  Springs  Station  in  1992. 1  have  since  had  the  60  acres  on  the  market  since 
1993  and  have  had  several  offers  but  they  are  always  withdrawn  when  the  prospected 
buyer  finds  out  about  the  amount  of  noise  that  now  comes  with  the  territory. 

For  myself,  I  do  not  mind  the  sonic  booms  to  terrible,  but  I  need  to  sell  my  property  and 
move  to  a  smaller  place  that  I  can  maintain  myself.  I  fear  the  time  when  something  major 
will  start  to  break  down  and  I  would  have  to  bring  craftsman  from  Fallon  to  do  the  work 
that  I  cant  do.  I  do  not  think  I  should  have  to  deal  with  that  part  of  being  a  property 
owner  just  because  the  Navy  is  saving  money  by  closing  Bases  and  that  consequently  puts 
a  burden  on  the  Fallon  Station. 

Therefore,  in  my  situation,  I  would  like  to  propose  that  the  Navy  buy  my  property  to  a  fair 
market  price.  In  addition  to  the  60  acres  there  are  two  separate  dwellings  on  it 
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So,  Mr.  Sam  Dennis,  I  would  love  to  bear  from  you  or  Captain  Ronney  what  my  chances 
are  to  be  heard.  I  really  would  want  for  you  to  get  your  wish  of  an  easy  withdrawal,  but  it 
should  not  be  on  the  shoulders  of  the  citizens  who  settled  here  in  hope  to  live  in  a  nice 
quiet  valley  for  the  rest  of  their  lives.  I  can  easily  relocate  but  I  can  not  afford  to  walk 
away  from  my  property  that  I  have  paid  for  and  worked  at  for  18  years. 

Sincerely, 


J  J  J- 2 


Stina  E.  Patnoude 
52200  Austin  Highway, 
Fallon,  NV  89406 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  JJJ 
Stina  E.  Patnoude 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  JJJ.  Letter  JJJ  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  JJJ  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section  of 
the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  KKK 


TO: 


FROM: 


MrT  Sam  Denni  #-—•«••* 

Naval  Facilit  es  Engineering  Command 

fax:  415-244-  206 


Jay  w.  Santos 

Box  671 
Yerington,  Ne  ada 


89441 


RE: 


Fallon  NAS  DE  S  for  land  withdrawal 


1  attended  the  talk  by 
Nevada,  where  he  very  t 
ground  areas  for  moving 
sympathise  with  the  Nat 
believe  that  would  be  1 
moved  to  Tonopah  and  di 
Another  alternative  is 
r-us.  However  as  neitt 
are  my  comments  and  sue 
as  I  see  them. 


aptain  Scott  Ronnie  last  night  in  Austin. 
ioroughly  explained  the  need  for  expanded 
target  exercises  and  range  buffer.  I 
•>■  need  for  additional  land,  although  I 
sst  served  if  the  entire  Detachment  was 
i  their  exercises  in  the  infamous  area  51 
:o  contract  out  our  foreign  work  to  wars- 
:r  of  these  are  likely  to  happen,  below 
rested  remedies  to  mitigate  the  problems 


1.   You  are  proposing  sxpanding  B-19  to  the  east  under  a 
category  B  designation   I  oppose  that  because  it  will  withdraw 
the  Holy  Cross  Mining  i  Lstrict  from  exploration  and  development. 
Instead  I  suggest  you  i  agotiate  a  lease  for  a  portion  of  the 
Walker  Lake  Indian  Res<  rvation  in  Rawhide  Wash. 


2.   You  propose  to  Wi 
southeast  portions  of  ! 
Slate  Mountain  Mining 
A  comment  was  made  at 
would  be  found  there  a 
history  of  mine  develo 
multiple  stages  of  exp 
conceived,  quite  often 
neighbor,  is  a  prime  e 
district  portions  Of  B 
potential ■   I  suggest 
17  be  designated  as  mu 
restriction.  Aircraft 
signs  along  the  west  b 
the  public  of  that. 

3.   The  area  north  of 
under  Navy  rule  poses 
Navy  poses  no  problem 
can  mix  BLW  jurisdicti 
claim  staking  on  what 
don't  doubt  that  it  cc 
it  would  require  very 
it.   1  suggest,  instes 


idraw,  under  Category  A,  the  east  and 
-17.  This  covers  the  entire  Fairview  and 
istricts  from  exploration  and  development, 
de  meeting  that  "they"  doubted  if  anything 

it  has  been  explored  in  the  past.  The 
aient  is  such  that  most  areas  receive 
oration  as  new  geological  concepts  are 
resulting  in  a  mine  -  Rawhide,  your 
ample.  Your  evaluation  of  the  mining 
17  shows  them  having  good  mineral 
hat  the  potential  mineralized  portion  of 
-tiple  use  with  the  50  foot  height 
could  still  approach  over  that  area  and 
rder  and  roads  into  the  area  could  inform 


Highway  50  proposed  to  be  of  multiple  use 
any  problems.   The  use  of  the  land  by  the 
o  the  public,  however,  I  don't  see  how  you 
n  with  a  Navy  Withdrawal.   You  will  allow 
rill  became  withdrawn  land,  and  while  I 
ild  somehow  be  handled,  I  do  believe  that 
ipecific  legislation  to  allow  and  control 
I,  that  a  simple  congressional  bill  be 


KKK- 


KKK-2 


KKK-3 


KKK-4- 


I 


Received:      11/13/97;  1:32PM;  4152443206  =>   CORDLE;        #14 

NOV.  -13'  97 (THU)  14:28    NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 

Oct-D2-S7  D7:03A  Cararaisiioners/Austin 

2 


TEL:  4152443206 
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introduced  that  would  »« 
permit  to  conduct  your  j 
proposed  restrictions  w: 
legally  responsible  for 
the  SLM  for  any  costs  tl 
operation  in  the  area. 

in  summary,  lands  suspei 
removed  from  exploratioi 
and  the  majority  of  you 
be  administered  by  the 

Not  connected  with  the 
Ronnie  that  the  Navy  ma 
off  the  old  town  of  Fai 
the  road  though  it  to  t 
and  Dromedary  Hump  Mine 
simply  open  up  that  unu 
and  move  the  existing  s 
would  appreciate  you  se 
a  reminder. 


idate  the  Blm  to  issue  you  a  perpetual 
:oposed  land  operations  under  the  DEIS 
:h  the  requirements  that  the  Navy  be 
iny  problems  it  may  cause  and  reimburse 
it  they  may  have  due  to  the  Navy's 

ted  as  being  mineral iaed  should  nqt  be 
or  development  (part  of  our  ta*  base) 
proposed  Navy  multiple  use  lands  should 

LVL, 

EIS  is  a  criticism  1  made  to  Captain 
e  a  public  relations  mistake  by  closing 
view,  next  to  Highway  50,  to  tourists  and 
e  private  land  around  the  Nevada  Hills 

I  suggested  to  him  that  the  navy 
ed  corner  of  the  recently  withdrawn  lands 
gns  to  the  southwest  side  of  the  road.   I 
ding  a  copy  of  this  to  captain  Ronnie  as 


KKK-4- 


KK^-5 


K£K-£> 


Thank  you  for  consider i  g  the  above, 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  KKK 
Jay  W.  Santos 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  KKK.  Letter  KKK  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  KKK  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  LLL 


Clifford  W.S.Talbot 

2462  Hammond  Dr„  Fallon.  Nov.,  89406 

Ph:  702-42^6158  .  Fax:  702-423-8710 


Commanding  Officer 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Attention ;  Sam  Dennis 

900  Commodore  Dr., 

San  Bruno.  Calif.,  94066-0720 


8/4/97 


Navy  proposed  land/air  withdrawal,  Fallon  area: 


Sir, 


of  the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station. 


i  and  am  very  much  aware  of  the  expansion  efforts 

a  private  pilot  for  over  15  years,  so  am  very  much 
for  the  independent  people  of  Churchill  Co.  and 


I  have  beerra  resident  of  Fallon  for  over  25  years 

U mil  my  loss  of  my  medical  certificate.  .  was  a  private  pilot  for  over  1 5  years.  f  am  very  much 


aware  of  the  impact  more  restricted  air  space  means 
Nevada. 


"mere  is  plenty  of  air  space 
airspace  to  do  sol! 


Sincerely, 


south  of  here  that  can  be  utilized  without  taking  public  land  and 
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Clifford  W.S.  Talbot 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  LLL 
Clifford  W.  S.  Talbot 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  LLL.  Letter  LLL  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  LLL  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  MMM 
Russell  Stevonson 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  MMM.  Letter  MMM  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  MMM  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to 'Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  KIMN 


9-15-97 


Commanding  Officer 
Naval  Facilities 
Sam  Dennis 


Mr.  Dennis; 

I  am  writing  to  protest  anymore  land  being  given  to  the  navy  in  our  state 

of  Nevada.  It  was  criminal  what  the  navy  and  our  'lawmakers'  did  to  the 

Dixie  Valley  area.  Now  you  are  proposing  to  do  the  same  in  Smoky,  Monitor 

and  most  of  central  Nevada? 

Def  inately  nott 

This  land  is  sacred  land,  and  your  war  mentality  is  not  welcome  here. 

I  oppose  you  for  all  the  wildlife  that  will  suffer,  ail  the  petroglyph  sites 

which  wilf  be  destroyed  and  unavailable,  all  the  memory  and  relationship 

which  you  wipe  out  and  most  of  all,  I  oppose  you  for  all  you  stand  for  in 

the  name  and  rights  of  future  generations. 

I  am  third  generation  Nevadan.  and  I  am  saddened  that  the  navy  has  moved 
in  on  this  wonderful  state.  I  do  not  want  our  quality  of  life  destroyed  by 
further  military  intrusions,  I  am  a  tax  payer... I  don't  want  my  money  going 
to  the  navy. 


NNN-l 


Vivian  Olds 


c.c.  Senator  B 


c.c.  senator  Pryan 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  NNN 
Vivian  Olds 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  NNN.  Letter  NNN  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  NNN  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  OOO 
A  Satisfied  Citizen 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  OOO.  Letter  OOO  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  OOO  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  PPP 
John  Green 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  PPP.  Letter  PPP  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  PPP  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  QQQ 
R.  Damian  Janssen 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  QQQ.  Letter  QQQ  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  QQQ  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  RRR 


59  Rowntree  Lane 
Smith,  NV  89430 
October  4, 1997 


Commanding  Officer 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  Attn:  Sam  Dermis 

900  Commodore  Dr. 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 

Dear  Sirs: 

ftm*  iTJ??!  "&  ^ SCTd  my  dis&VV°^  of  the  "Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for 
Range  Safety  and  Trainmg  Purposes  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon"  It  is  my  belief  Cthe 

and  damage  done  to  extstmg  towns  such  as  Austin  and  Gabbs  and  the  thn*to  ranTheT 
and  minemn  other  areas  »  an  insult  to  the  people  and  a  power  show  from  foe  3^ 

Open  spaces  for  recreation,  grazing,  hunting,  etc.  is  part  of  the  quality  of  life  for 
Nevada  people.  This  quality  of  life  will  be  destroyed  by  the  takeover  of  tank  of 
acres  by  the  Navy  »  Central  Nevada,  I  say  no  to  lis  pLed  S^SSSS  to 
the  10,000  square  mile  expansion  in  the  future.  m 

In  our  community  which  has  not  been  bothered  in  the  past  by  Navy  sonic  booms 
37  to  experience  these  booms  and  they  are  annoying.  It  seems  that  no      ' 

£ £ t NeV3da,W'11  £•  8MB,Pt  froin  «"  N«vy  flyovers.  Will  we  soon  see  cracked  walls 
and  broken  windows  here  too?  I  hope  not. 

«„h  .  !  SUPP°rt  a  ??ng  nati0nEl  defense' but  J  »*«  the  idea  **  Nevada  has  to  give  up 
WhttU7fr\°f/SS0VCTTla^fory0Uruse-  What  ofthe  wildlife  in  the  anj      P 
ntd  tit X .  ™ *f  *rewn  abou?  What  about  the  ******  minerals  our  nation  will 
need  that  will  go  undiscovered  and  unmined.  What  about  the  people  who  have  lived  here 

J5J  ■*  Wh°se  ,ives  and  "*»—  will  be  ruinedS  as  ranchers  She 

The  Air  Force  has  land  tied  up  in  Southern  Nevada.  Learn  to  share  this  land,  or  eo 
out  to  sea  where  the  Navy  belongs.  Don't  take  over  Central  Nevada.  You  have  enougb 
The  Navy  has  not  been  a  good  neighbor  and  has  not  treated  all  people  fairly 

Ihank  you  for  adding  my  comments  to  the  public  record- 
Sincerely  yours, 

Lura  Weaver 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  RRR 
Lura  Weaver 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  RRR.  Letter  RRR  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  RRR  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  SSS 


P.O.  Box  861 

Eureka,  Nevada  893 16 
(702)  237-7063 

October  4, 1997 

Commanding  Officer 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Attn:  Sam  Dennis 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  Ca  94066-0720 

Dear  Commanding  Officer, 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  opposition  to  the  Navy's  proposed  withdrawal  of  127,365 
acres  of  BLM  land  for  the  expansion  of  the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station.  The  proposal  is  not  in  the 
public's  or  the  environment's  best  interest.  I  do  agree  that  minor  ecological  benefits  are  gained 
from  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands  for  military  use  such  as  the  termination  of  resource  extraction 
(grazing,  mineral  and  water)  and  the  creation  of  biological  reserves  for  native  grasses  and 
ecological  mrnmunities.  However,  I  feel  that  the  proposal  would  be  detrimental  to  the  current 
wildlife  utilization  on  these  lands,  would  hamper  the  economic  status  of  the  local  communities 
that  use  these  lands  for  economic  gain  and  would  halt  the  continuous  access  to  the  land  for 
recreational  use.  In  addition,  I  feel  that  the  United  States  military  already  controls  enough  land  k 
the  State  of  Nevada  to  adequately  conduct  land  and  air  training  missions  for  the  protection  of  the 
American  people.  I  am  sure  that  the  Navy  could  cooperatively  work  with  the  Air  Force  to  share 
the  use  of  their  enormous  tracks  of  military  land  in  south  central  Nevada.  All  branches  of  the 
military  work  together  during  the  time  of  war.  Why  can't  they  work  together  during  times  of 
peace? 

On  a  more  serious  note,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement's  addressment  of  the 
Navy's  future  plans  to  create  a  1 0,000  square  mile  military  air  expansion  in  Central  Nevada  is  of  a 
higher  concern  to  myself  and  the  community  of  Eureka.  These  Military  Operation  Areas  (MOAs) 
will  not  only  disrupt  the  integrity  and  quality  of  life  in  Eureka  and  surrounding  Central  Nevadan 
communities  (as  it  has  in  the  community  of  Austin,  Nevada),  they  will  adversely  affect  the 
wildlife  and  ecosystems  of  the  desolate  mountain  ranges  that  the  MOAs  will  encompass,  I 
currently  work  on  contract  with  the  United  States  Government  in  the  Roberts  Mountains  and  the 
Diamond  Mountains  under  which  these  proposed  MOAs  will  cover.  I  have  spent  over  one 
thousand  hours  surveying  riparian  ecosystems  and  the  wildlife  they  support  in  these  mountain 
ranges  and,  on  a  half  of  a  dozen  occasions  while  I  was  observing  wildlife,  mid-level  flying  military 
aircraft  have  flown  over  the  range  and  have  let  off  a  sonic  boom.  In  each  instance,  the  species 
that  I  was  observing,  whether  it  was  a  Mule  Deer  doe  and  her  fawn  or  a  pair  of  rare  Northern 
Goshawks,  was  adversely  affected  and  stressed  by  the  noise  disturbance.  During  my  observation 
of  a  pair  of  Goshawks  hunting  for  small  rodents,  a  sonic  boom  was  triggered  by  a  military  aircraft 
and  the  hawks  instantly  changed  course,  stopped  their  hunting  and  took  refuge  in  an  adjacent 
Aspen  grove  in  fear  of  an  unknown  threat.  It  is  these  kinds  of  disturbances,  which  will  be 
concentrated  and  increased  in  frequency  in  these  areas  by  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  Military 
Operation  Areas,  that  will  have  a  detrimental  impact  on  these  ecosystems. 
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I  urge  you  and  the  Navy  to  find  an  alternative  plan  to  avoid  the  removal  of  these  lands 
from  the  public  domain  and  to  find  alternative  airspace  to  conduct  training  operations.  Thank  you 
fijr  your  time  and  the  consideration  of  my  comments. 

Sincerely, 


-•■j 
Jefitey  Gray  Sheflberg 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  SSS 
Jeffrey  Gray  Shelburg 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  SSS.  Letter  SSS  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  SSS  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  TTT 
Kenneth  J.  Washburn 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  TTT.  Letter  TTT  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  TTT  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation  Response  Location 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  UUU 
Richard  W.  Smucker 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  UUU.  Letter  UUU  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  UUU  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Letter  VVVs 


Carl  Slagowski 
HC  65  Box  30 
Carlin,  NV  89822 


August  19, 1997 


Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam: 

I  am  requesting  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station 
(NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada.  Because  this  document  has  not  been  widely  distributed  in  Central 
Nevada,  I  am  also  requesting  a  60  day  extension  on  the  comment  period  for  this  DEIS. 

Previous  documents  such  as  the  Special  Nevada  Report,  indicate  the  proposed  Diamond 
Duckwater  and  Smoky  MOA's  are  an  integral  part  of  the  military's  plans  for  land  and 
airspace  withdrawals.  The  withdrawal  of  these  MOA's  should  be  analyzed  in  the  DEIS 
for  Fallon  NAS, 

Last  I  am  requesting  local  scoping  meetings  for  the  DEIS.  The  people  of  Central  Nevada 
will  be  affected  by  Fallon  NAS  and  an  opportunity  for  public  testimony  should  be 
available. 
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Sincerely,  // 


Carl  Slagowski 
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Jim  Gallagher 
HC  62  Box  143 
Eureka,  NV  89316 


August  21, 1997 


Sam  Dermis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam: 

I  am  reaussting  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Tmpact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
l5*n£ 55*2 °Unds  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station 
ItSSfSto.  Nevada.  Becau*  this  document  has  not  been  widely  debuted  m  Central 
Nevada.  I  am  also  requesting  a  60  day  extension  on  the  comment  period  for  this  DEIS. 

Previous  documents  such  as  the  Special  Nevada  Report,  mdicate  the  proposed  Diamond 
Duckwater  and  Smoky  MOA's  are  an  integral  part  of  the  rmUiaxy's  p|« for  landed 
airspace  withdrawals.  The  withdrawal  of  these  MOA's  should  be  analyzed  in  the  DEIS 
for  Fallon  NAS. 

Last  I  am  requesting  local  scoping  meetings  for  the  DEIS.  The  people  of  Central  Nevada 
will  be  affected  by  Fallon  NAS  and  an  opportunity  for  public  testimony  should  be 
available. 
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Sincerely, 


/Jim  Gallagher  \J 
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Ken  Conley 
POBoxUl 

Eureka,  NV  89316 


August  19, 1997 


Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam; 

I  am  requesting  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  An  Station 
(NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada.  Because  this  document  has  not  been  widely  distributed  in  Central 
Nevada,  I  am  also  requesting  a  60  day  extension  on  the  comment  period  for  this  DEIS. 

Previous  documents  such  as  the  Special  Nevada  Report,  indicate  the  proposed  Diamond, 
Duckwater  and  Smoky  MOA's  are  an  integral  part  of  the  military's  plans  for  land  and 
airspace  withdrawals.  The  withdrawal  of  these  MOA's  should  be  analyzed  in  me  DEIS 
for  Fallon  NAS. 

Last  I  am  requesting  local  scoping  meetings  for  the  DEIS.  The  people  of  Central  Nevada 
will  be  affected  by  Fallon  NAS  and  an  opportunity  for  public  testimony  should  be 
available. 
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Laurel  Etchegaray 

PO  Box  462 

Eureka,  NV  893 1 6 


August  20, 1997 


Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam: 

I  am  requesting  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station 
(NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada.  Because  this  document  has  not  been  widely  distributed  to Central 
Nevada,  I  am  also  requesting  a  60  day  extension  on  the  comment  period  for  this  DEIS. 

Previous  documents  such  as  the  Special  Nevada  Report,  indicate  the  proposed  Di^ond 
Duckwater  and  Smoky  MOA's  are  an  integral  part  of  the  military's  plans  for  land  and 
airspace  withdrawals.  The  withdrawal  of  these  MOA's  should  be  analyzed  in  the  DEIS 
for  Fallon  NAS. 

Last  I  am  requesting  local  scoping  meetings  for  the  DEIS.  The  people  of  Central  Nevada 
will  be  affected  by  Fallon  NAS  and  an  opportunity  for  public  testimony  should  be 
available. 


vvv- 


vvv-z 


vvv-3 


Sincerely, 


Laurel  Etchegaray 


Received:      10/  3/97; 


1 :21PM; 


OCT.  -03'  97 (FRI)  14:17 
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Jim  Baumann 
PO  Box  308 
Eureka,  NV  89316 


August  18, 1997 


Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam: 

I  am  requesting  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station 
(NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada.  Because  this  document  has  not  been  widely  distributed  in  Central 
Nevada,  I  am  also  requesting  a  60  day  extension  on  the  comment  period  for  this  DEIS. 

Previous  documents  such  as  the  Special  Nevada  Report,  indicate  the  proposed  Diamond, 
Duckwater  and  Smoky  MOA's  are  an  integral  part  of  the  military's  plans  for  land  and         VW-Z 
airspace  withdrawals.  The  withdrawal  of  these  MOA's  should  be  analyzed  m  the  DEIS 
for  Fallon  NAS. 

Last  I  am  requesting  local  scoping  meetings  for  the  DEIS.  The  people  of  Central  Nevada 
will  be  affected  by  Fallon  NAS  and  an  opportunity  for  public  testimony  should  be 
available. 


Sincerely, 


Q>--~ ~- 


Jim  Baumann 


Received:      10/   3/97;  1  :20PM; 

OCT.  -03'  97 (FRI)  14:17 
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Jerry  Todd 
PO  Box  73 

Eureka,  NV  89316 


August!  8, 1997 


Sam  Dennis 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Sam: 

I  am  requesting  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
w!3of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  ^f^^tdt  CeSS 
(NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada.  Because  this  document  has  not  been  widely  distributed Jn  Central 
S :  1 am  also  requesting  a  60  day  extension  on  the  comment  period  lor  this  DEIS. 

Previous  documents  such  as  the  Special  Nevada  Report,  indicate  the  proposed  Diamond 
ZZter  and  Smoky  MOA's  are  an  integral  part  of  the  military',  plans  for  land  and 
aScTwitlidrawals.  The  withdrawal  of  these  MOA's  should  be  analyzed  m  the  DEIS 
for  Fallon  NAS. 

Last  I  am  requesting  local  scoping  meetings  for  the  DEIS.  The  people  of  Central  Nevada 
will  be  affected  by  Fallon  NAS  and  an  opportunity  for  public  testimony  should  be 
available. 


WV-l 
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Sincerely, 


Jerry  Todd 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  VW 
Carl  Slagowski,  Jerry  Todd,  Jim  Baumann,  Jim  Gallagher,  Ken  Conley,  Laurel  Etchegaray 

(Submitted  same  letter  individually) 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  VW.  Letter  VW  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  VW  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

VW-1  2b,  2c 

VW-2  12e 

VW-3  2b 
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TEL : 4152443206         P.  022 

Letter  WWW 


Draft  Environmental  Impnct  Statement  for  live 
Withdrawal  orPubiic  Lands  Tor  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  17,1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


S/_     Individual  (no  affiliation) 

"       Private  Organization 

Federal,  State,  or  Local  Governmem 

~~~~  Citizen's  Group 

Elected  Representative 

Regulatory  Agency 


fs^UMfrs. 


Name: 

Organization  (if  applicable)  _ 

Street  Address  (optional):       -^i-    U^   P-trSlr     S^%0'^ 


City/State/Zip  (optional);         fi-r  ^ a ^  w-\  r-t  .i.i.\-r.fcVt-,  \^  jp  fcSfcfi 
Phone # (optional):  \-nnz.  ~^-n-&ci^<-f -*7&/fT 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  or  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 


y 

Yes 

Yes 

t 

No  -/Vt-o-t  Ol\(?" 

No 


If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  wriie  ymir  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


Comments: 


LOfcruJ:^    V*£g.   -4o   l\o.^L 


&»- 


ntx 


(  j;iUjn\i  a 


.-t-    thWiy 


3 


WWW-I 


\J0X-  (\'Af¥^ 


Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  October  10,  1997  to:  Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive, 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006.  Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851). 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  WWW 
Del  L.  Haas 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  WWW.  Letter  WWW  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  WWW  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

WWW-1  2c 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  XXX 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hodson 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  XXX.  Letter  XXX  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  XXX  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

XXX-1  28b 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  YYY 
Susan  J.  Stevenson 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  YYY.  Letter  YYY  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  YYY  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

YYY-1  12f,  28b 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  ZZZ 
Amanda  Stevenson 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  ZZZ.  Letter  ZZZ  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  ZZZ  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation  Response  Location 

ZZZ-1  lit,  28b  


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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Letter  aaaa 


SEPTEMBER  3,   1997 
BOUND  MOUNTAIN,  NEVADA 

COMMANDER  SAM  DENNIS 
MVAL  FACILITIES  ENGINEERING  COMMAND 
900  COMMODORE  drive 
■  SAM  BRUNO,   CALIFORNIA    91+066-0720 
ATTEOTION;     MR.   SAM  DENNIS 
REFERENCE  IS  HEREBY  GIVEN  HO  THE  NAVY  PROPOSAL  TO  CONDEMN  OR  WITHDRAW  LANDS, 

"MASTER  LAND  WITHDRAWAL,"  OP  WHICH  I  SPECIFICALLY  DIRECT  YOUR  ATTENTION  TO, 

SMOKY  VALLEY  AND  THE  RANCHES  AND  LANDOWNERS,  SOME  WHOSii  FAMILIES 'AND  W*1TB-S  SAVE 

HESIDED  HERE  SINCE  18£J. 

IT  IS  TO  2E  NOTED  THAT  I  STHON&LY  OBJECT  TO  NAVY  PLANES  TRAVERSING  TEIS  VALLEY 

AM  OTEB  MT  600  ACHES  RANGE  AND  HOME. 

THE  TRANQUILITY  OP  HOME  LIFE  IS  DISRUPTED,  THE  JET  BQAARING  BLASTS  WHICH  THE 

NAVY  PLANES  PLY,  —  AT  SOO  -  300  FOOT  LEVELS  HAS  A  DEVESTATING  IMPACT  ON  MINE 

AND  ADJOINING  NEIGHBOR  BESIDENTS  AND  LAND  OWNERS,  MAINLY,  HEALTH  ENDANGEHMENT 

AND  LOSS  OF  QUALITY  OF  LIFE. 

NAVAL  TRAINIHG  IN  PEACE  TIMES  NEED  BE  ONLY  AT  JL  MINIMiJM.  EXPANSION  FOR  TRAINING 

MANEUVERS  SHOULD  NOT  COMPEL  FAMILIES  TO  VACATE  BECAUSE  OF  ABOVE  VALUE  FINANCTtT, 

HANDOUTS. 

REFERENCE  IS  HEREBY  GIVEN  TO  fflAT  HAPPENED  IK  DIXIE  VALLEY 1 


AAAA- 1 


EESPECTIVELY, 


LILLIAN  MRBOUGH 

HC-60    BOX  56202 

ROUND  MOUNTAIN,  NEVADA 
8901(5 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  AAAA 
Lillian  Darrough 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  AAAA.  Letter  AAAA  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  AAAA  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

AAAA-1  28b 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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SEPTEMBER  3,   1997 
LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA 


TEL:  4152443206 


P.  026 


SMGKEY  YALLY  JOB  -  UNIT  3 
5C-6D  —BOX  5^202 
ROUND  MT. ,  NEY.  8901+5 

Letter  BBBB 


COMMANDING  OFFICER 

NAVAL  FACILITIES  EHGLNEERING  COMMAND 

900  COMMQBCEE  DRIVE 

SAN  BRUNO,  CALIFORNIA  91+066-0720 

ATTENTION;  SAM  JTEMNIS 

i  am  referring  »  your  "landbridge"  aid  -master  land  withdrawal"  phoposal 

AND  YOUR  "PREPARED"  BEARINGS. 

I  HAYS  RELATIVES  ABB  I  SPEND  MANY  MOOTS  IN  SMOKY  YALLEY. 

TEE  RANCHERS,  THE  FARMERS  AND  RESIDENTS  IH  THIS  ENTIRE  AREA  OBJECT  TO  YOUR 

AIR  SPACE  AHD  LAUD  EXPANSION  OF  WHICH  YOU  PURCHASE  THESE  LONG  TIME  OWNERS 

FOR  ABOVE  MARKET  PRICE.  DIXIE  VALLEY  IS  THE  PRIME  EXAMPLE  OF  MHJTABY 

OCCUPATION  IN  PEACE  TIME. 

YOUR  LOUND  BLASTER}  PLANES  IS  A  HEALTH  HAZARD,  NOT  ONLY  TO  HUMANS,  BUT  TO 

ANIMALS  AND  BIRDS  AND  OTHER  WILDLIFE. 

AN  EXAMPLE, 

ISRAEL  USES  AMERICAN  BOMBS,  GUNS  AND  PLAflBS  TO  VCMr.v.  vn.wSTUmN 


PEOPLE  OFF  THEIR  LAND,-  WITH  ONE  PURPOSE  TO  SXPANT1  TFTHTT?  ntmrnny  mm,^ 
OF  WHICE  THIS  IS  EHCOUHAGED  BY  THE  AMERICAN  CLINTON  ADMINISTRATION.  ALL  OF 
THIS  WITH  12  BILLION  100  MILLION  DOLAHS  OF  AMERICAN  GIPTS  AS  FOREIGN  AID. 
AM  I  TO  SAY  THAT  THE  NAVY  TOO  WANTS  TO  EXPAND  ITS  BOUNDARIES  WITH 
"WELL  PEEPARED  HEARINGS"  AND  WITH  BLM  "MASTER  PLAN  WITHDRAWAL"  PEPER  WORE 
PROPOSALS."??'?? 

IT  IS  PEACE  TIME,  MR.  DEHNIfi,  IT  IS  PEACE  TIME.  HERE  IN  THE  BACK  BRUSH 
COUNTRY  WE  DO  NOT  BELIEVE  IN  FOREIGN  ENTANGLEMENTS. 

YOU  ONLY  HAVE  TO  LOOK  AT  DIXIE  VALLEY  TO  SEE  WHY  WE  TEE  PEOPLE  OBJECT  TO 
YOUR  LAND  GRAB. 


BBBB- 1 


Response  to  Comments 


Letter  BBBB 
Smokey  Valley  Joe 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  BBBB.  Letter  BBBB  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  BBBB  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

BBBB-1  28a,  28b,  26ttttttm 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 


Received:      10/   3/97; 


4152443206    =>    CORDLE; 
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#24 


NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:  4152443206 


P.  024 

Letter  CCOCL 


August  26, 1997 


Mr.  Sam  Dennis 

%  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-0720 


Dear  Mr.  Dennis, 

Having  taken  time  to  peruse  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  of  June  1997  relating  to  activities  of  the  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station, 
I  am  very  concerned  about  the  potential  environmental  impact  by  the 
Navy's  plans  for  eastern  Nevada. 

This  study  lists  the  Diamond  MOA,  Duckwater  MOA  and  Smokey  MOA 
as  "Proposed  and  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Military  Airspace 
Designations."  If  your  intentions  are  to  include  this  area,  you  should  be 
honorable  about  it!  Not  using  clandestine  methods  bring  it  in  the  "back 
door"  of  this  study. 

First,  these  areas  should  be  included  with  in  the  scope  of  your  plans. 
Next,  public  hearings  should  be  held  in  the  towns  and  areas  affected. 
Finally  the  comment  period  should  be  extended  to  accommodate  these 
hearings. 

Sincerely, 


Gary  Olander 
P.O.  Box  476 
Eureka,  NV  89316 


ex.  Eureka  County,  Nevada,  County  Coramissioneers 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  CCCC 
Gary  Olander 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  CCCC.  Letter  CCCC  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  CCCC  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

CCCC-1 2b,  2c,  lie 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  DDDD 
Krysta  Stevenson 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  DDDD.  Letter  DDDD  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  DDDD  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

DDDD-1  12f,  28b 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 


D 
i 

0 
1 
I 

I 

D 

1 
1 
I 


i 

i 
I 
i 
i 

i 


I 

I 

I 
1 

I 

i 

i 
i 
I 

i 

s 

I 
1 

I 

§ 
t 

i 

i 

i 


Received:      10/    3/97;  1 :11PM; 

OCT.  -03'  97 (FRl)  14:08 


4152443206   =>   CORDLE;         #14 

NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLMG 


Jerry  L.  &  Triaa  L.  Macbacek 
P.O.  Box  239 
Eureka,  NV.  89316 


TEL:4152443206  P.  014 

Letter  eeee 


September  IS,  1997 

Commanding  Officer 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  Attn  Sam  Dennis 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  CA  94066-O72D 

Dear  Commander  Dennis:, 

We  feel  that  it  is  necessary  to  write  you  a  letter  giving  our  concerns  over  the  proposed  Navy  take  over  of  public 
lands  here  in  our  area. 

We  own  several  business  in  this  area,  including  a  True  Value  Hardee  Store,  Mjchwek  ^  ^^ TM 
Place,  and  a  fi50  acre  form.  We  moved  here  37  years  ago  and  homesteaded  our  own  tern-  As  you  an  see,  we 

styl SXility  to  hunt  and  camp  on  public  lands  as  we  ^^  We^^"f  ^^^r^f 
fltingover  us.  Please  don't  include  this  area  in  your  proposal,  there  are  other  valleys  like  Little  Fish  Lake  and 
Monitor  Valley  that  have  no  mhahitanta  at  all.  why  not  do  your  training  tn  these  areas. 


Again,  we  are 


adimately  apposed  to  the  Navy  controlling  anything  in  this  area,  PLEASE  GO  AWAYH1! 


EEEE- 


&Z3UL 


Jerry  L.&  Trina  L,  Madhacek 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  EEEE 
Jerry  L.  and  Trina  L.  Machacek 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  EEEE.  Letter  EEEE  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  EEEE  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

EEEE-1  28b 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Received:      10/   9/97;        12:06PM; 

OCT.  -09'97(THU)  13:03 


4152443206    =>    CORDLE;         #20 

NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:4152443206        P.  020 
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Received:      10/   9/97;        12:07PM;  4-152443206  ■>   COHDLE;        #22 

OCT. -09'  97(THU)  13:03    NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEL:  4152443206 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  FFFF 

Allyn  Niles 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  FFFF.  Letter  FFFF  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  FFFF  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

FFFF-1  2d 

FFFF-2  lie 

FFFF-3  lie,  12h 

FFFF-4  3b 

FFFF-5  6a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 
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Received:      11/17/97;  6:51AM;  4152443206  =>   CORDLE;        #11 

NOV.  -17'  97 (MON)  09:47  NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG  TEL: 4152443206 P.  Oil 

Ray  and  Irene  Salisbury 

51PnE^nost  ~  Letter  G6G6 

Austin,  NV    89310-0028 
P.H.-702-964-2306 

Mr,  Sara  Dennis 

Coraranding  Officer 

Engineering  Field  Activity  West 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Conmand 

900  Ccminodore  Dr 

San  Bruno,  CA    94066—5006 

Mr,  Dennisi 

HE:  Navy's  DEIS  Document,    dated  June  1997. 

My  wife  and  I  nave  read  the  tfewiR  t»t?t«    =«.*  ,->  v 

Navys  DEIS'  ^  «e  have  also  read  a  copy  of  Eureka 

County*  cedents  on  the  DEIS,  and  *e  fully  agree  with  th«u,  hoover  TO  «  alBO 
a^ino  for  an  extension  so  ve  may  *  ^  to  „  fuUy  ^^  ^  ^^^ 
f  able  to  contact  our  elected  officii  to  get  their  opinion  on  it..  R^r,  lt 
tooK  the  Navy  teh  (10)  years  to  develo,  this  decent,  to  cm  you  ^  m  tQ  ^ 
understand^  and  to  he  intelligently  cc^nt  on  it  in  leae  than  ^  ^ 

Thank  You; 

Bay  and  Irene  Salisbury- 
October  9,  1997 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  GGGG 
Ray  and  Irene  Salisbury 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  GGGG.  Letter  GGGG  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  GGGG  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

GGGG-1  2c 


FEE  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 


OCT. -09' 


12:57 


NAVY  EFA  WEST  ENVIRON  PLNG 


TEU1524432C 


Letter  HHHH 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  (he 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Land*  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Navaf  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  17, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


_j/y« 


Individual  (no  affiliation) 

ivnte  Organisation 
Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 
Citizen's  Group 
Elected  Representative 
Regulatory  Agency 


Name: 

Organisation  (if  applicable): 
Street  Address  (optional): 
City/State/Zip  (optional): 
Phone  #  (opiiunal): 


Pn.&QH'  iq 


fe£ 


^gtos 


S 


3<&l 


Old  yon  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evenine? 


BYes      [0No/ 
Yes      Q>S 


If  yon  wish  10  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  ynur  comments 
below  and  mm  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


:ommcnts",a1s 


-an  Snrrenrtf  wa&&c-&cc&> 


Com'mcnur*so  *mVy"  be"  mailed  by  October  10,  1997  to:  Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive. 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006    Attn;  Mr,  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851). 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  HHHH 
Tammy  Manzini 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  HHHH.  Letter  HHHH  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  HHHH  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

HHHH-1  28a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 


Letter  1 1 II 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  fur  the 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  17, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


\      Individual  (no  affiliation) 
Private  Organization 
Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 
Citizen's  Group 
Elected  Representative 
Regulatory  Agency 


Name: 

Organization  (if  applicable): 
Street  Address  (optional): 
City/State/Zip  (optional): 
Phone  #  (optional): 


'iomfts    [  t-^^Of) 


LbTt  E5  ^i?W 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 


Yes 
Yes 


^No 
>ZJ  No 


If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


Comments: 


M-    A-    fh&na.!    ^rcQr'X^r     /M   6t=u  ■PauJicth 


SHtP-T    ih»    T^TOc^T/a^A-.   fv^e»a  y^^c 
ul-GcTtOP^ 


^o^rt/^u  wt tc/^no  i-.v)t-   (^  ''  -  -  ' 


nicest-  fA^jrr&jjcna^    rOor-g   u^zeeSrfdos  -  Jt  tf^i 

aioaie  gPr^?r    <?P     '^-evQ   oo.a.  yQ^rfr   eft^  g^Bi8i T 

pttfltt  St*ft  AS   &fi  rfttfF.  U)fo3fc    ft^^QTToO  5555    ll 
Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  October  10,  1997  to:    Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive, 

San  Rruno   CA  040C.6-S006.    Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851). 


IIII-l 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  IIII 
Tomas  Tuerino 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  IIII.  Letter  IIII  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  IIII  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

IIII- 1  26uuuuuuuuu 

IIII-2  20c 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 
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Le-bber  JJJJ 


»raft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
W.thdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purp„ses 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  17,  1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below; 


~X 


Individual  (no  affiliation) 

Private  Organization 

Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 

Citizen's  Group 

Elected  Representative 

Regulatory  Agency 


Name: 

Organization  (if  applicable): 
Street  Address  (optional): 
City/State/Zip  (optional): 
Phone  U  (optional): 


_A 


;f£f 


iY>QUj 


a 


^ftsS^- 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 


If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you  comments 


Comments: 


\ 


C\ 


^ 


JJJJ-1 


Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  October  10    1997  m-     EwTi : ^"TT 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  JJJJ 
Terry  Kopts 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  JJJJ.  Letter  JJJJ  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the  comment 
designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  JJJJ  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response  to 
Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

JHH 20c 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NAS  Fallon,  NV 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  16, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


Individual  (no  affiliation) 

Private  Organization 

Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 

Citizen's  Group 

Elected  Representative 

Regulatory  Agency 


Name: 

Organisation  (if  applicable) 

Street  Address  (optional): 


City/'State/Zip  (optional):        "^Pk  /r  a,  a/"V-     aSQI  ^  I 
Phone  I  (optional):  C1<Q-3>     X 3.  %-L  a  $  d  ' 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 


Yes 
Yes 


No 


v-JVo 


If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  md  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


Comnujjls 


AAJUUsW-A^    ~Q/s       L^^y^t^Jl<y-i^--.    1jLtl> 


^  /UhUrCtiA 


^z^  y&^^<~??*L  J&^~^>  . 
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"S^ 


Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  October  10.  1997  to:  Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive, 
San  Brino,  CA  94066-5006.  Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851). 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes 
Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada 
September  16, 1997 
SPEAKER  REGISTRATION/COMMENT  CARD 

Please  check  your  affiliation  below: 


Individual  (no affiliation)flA*  K    P>,,*,*'£    C*.Alf»S 

Private  Organization 

Federal,  State,  or  Local  Government 

Citizen's  Group 

Elected  Representative 

Regulatory  Agency 


Name:  \/&  ftt/A 

Organization  (if  applicable):     •)  °j  I  2. 
Street  Address  (optional): 
City/State/Zip  (optional): 
Phone  #  (optional): 


cy?  p  ?>7?ll- 


fopfog-^er 


Did  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  DEIS? 
Do  you  wish  to  speak  this  evening? 


• 


Yes 

Yes 


No 


If  you  wish  to  provide  written  comments  only,  please  write  your  comments 
below  and  turn  them  in  at  this  meeting.  Thank  you. 


Comments: 


A  Vk^y 


^JLaJzJ&AMa, 


Comments  also  may  be  mailed  by  October  10.  1997  to:  Engineering  Field 
Activity  West,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  900  Commodore  Drive. 
San  Bruno,  CA  94066-5006.  Attn:  Mr.  Sam  Dennis  (Code  1851). 
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Response  to  Comments 


Letter  KKKK 
Verna  Campbell 


Each  comment  letter  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public 
Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a  letter  designation.  This  letter  has  been 
designated  Letter  KKKK..  Letter  KKKK  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  letter  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
Responses  to  each  discrete  Letter  KKKK  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below.  The  Response 
to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  in  this  volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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1  largest  amount  of  people  first. 

2  After  we  have  heard  from  all  of  those  who  have 

3  filled  out  cards,  and  if  time  allows,  we  will  open  up  the 

4  proceedings  subject  to  the  three-minute  time  limit  at  —  after 

5  we've  concluded  with  the  cards. 

6  When  you  are  called  to  speak,  please  approach  the 

7  microphone  in  the  center  hallway  there,  tell  us  your  name  and 

8  spell  your  last  name  so  that  the  court  reporter  here  to  my  left 

9  can  get  an  accurate  record  for  the  transcript. 

10  And  then  after  you've  stated  your  name  and  spelled 

11  your, last,  let  us  know  what  organization  you  represent  or  what 

12  community  you're  from. 

13  Finally,  I'll  be  keeping  time  and  I'll  give  you  a 

14  silent  30-second  warning,  as  long  as  you're  facing  the  podium. 

15  After  the  30  seconds,  so  that  I  can  allow  everyone  else  who's 

16  signed  up  cards  an  opportunity  to  speak,  we  will  stop  the 

17  recorder  and  we'll  proceed  with  the  next  speaker. 

18  As  far  as  the  order,  I'll  announce  who's  going  to 

19  be  speaking  first  and  then  who's  going  to  be  following  that 

20  person.  That  way  you  can  prepare  your  final  thoughts  and 

21  comments  and  be  ready  to  speak  after  that  person  has 

22  completed. 

23  So  without  any  further  delay,  we'll  begin  with 

24  Mr.  Steve  Endacott,  and  he'll  be  followed  by  Gene  Gerdes. 

25  MR.  ENDACOTT:   Good  evening,  gentlemen.   I'm  Steve 
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Endacott,  E-n-d-a-c-o-t-t.   I'm  the  emergency  management 
director  for  the  City  of  Fallon.   Mayor  Ken  Tedford  sends  his 
regards  and  he  has  asked  me  —  he  has  written  a  letter  to  you, 
Mr.  Dennis,  on  this  issue,  and  he's  asked  me  to  put  it  into  the 
record  for  him,  so  I'll  just  read  it  here.   It's  not  my  words. 

Dear  Mr.  Dennis,  my  staff  and  I  have  reviewed  in 
detail  the  Draft  EIS  and  I  would  like  to  convey  our  unequivocal 
support  for  this  public  safety  initiative  as  proposed  in 
Alternate  II,  the  Preferred  Alternative.   The  proposed  action 
will  occur  within  Churchill  County  and  will  positively  affect 
the  citizenry.   My  reasons  for  this  endorsement  are  as 
follows: 

The  redesignation  of  the  small  amount  of  federal 
land  around  the  bombing  ranges  to  Category  A  is  a  prudent 
safety  precaution  for  the  residents  of  Nevada,  especially 
considering  the  significant  leaps  in  tactical  aircraft 
performance  which  have  occurred  since  these  ranges  were  first 
designed. 

The  remaining  land  redesignation  from  Category  — 
to  Category  B  allows  co-usage  of  our  citizens  while  easing 
restrictions  on  important  national  defense  training  such  as 
combat  search  and  rescue. 

The  Navy  has  been  a  good  neighbor  to  the  citizens 
of  Nevada.  In  contrast  to  other  federal  agencies,  the  US  Navy 
has  continually  worked  to  meet  fundamental  national  goals  while 
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1  minimizing,  to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  the  total  amount 

2  of  land  withdrawn  from  public  use.   Additionally,  their 

3  willingness  to  work  with  the  responsible  citizens  of  Nevada  has 

4  been  demonstrated  by  the  following  recent  US  Navy  initiatives: 

5  The  realignment  of  the  flight  paths  around 

6  Bravo-16,  an  action  which  will  all  but  eliminate  noise  and 

7  overflight  issues  for  the  2400  people  in  the  Sheckler 

8  District. 

9  The  installation  of  sound  monitors  on  the  ranges 

10  near  noise  sensitive  areas. 

11  The  rerouting  of  low-level  training  flights  to  the 

12  local  area  —  within  the  local  area. 

13  The  formation  of  a  Citizens  Outreach  Program. 

14  The  creation  of  a  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

15  advisory  position  at  NAS  Fallon. 

16  Attaining  local  authority  to  adjudicate  noise 

17  damage  claims.  A  process  that  has  —  that  used  to  take  months 

18  now  takes  days. 

19  Number  seven,  the  Navy's  request  to  extend  the 

20  comment  period  of  this  EIS  from  45  days  to  90  days  to  allow  the 

21  widest  possible  participation  by  Nevada  citizens,  despite  the 

22  fact  that  there  are  no  airspace  changes  and  this  land 

23  realignment  proposal  only  affects  Churchill  County. 

24  NAS  Fallon  Search  and  Rescue  helicopter  crews  have 

25  saved  the  lives  of  numerous  citizens  throughout  Northern  Nevada 
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1  and  California  and  currently  hold  the  record  for  the  highest 

2  number  of  helicopter  rescues  in  the  Navy;  44  in  the  last  three 

3  years . 

4  Local  military  issues  are  easy  to  demagogue  and 

5  paid  lobbyists  from  antimilitary  and  environmental  extremist 

6  groups  have  a  history  of  successfully  doing  so.   However,  I  am 

7  certain  that  if  citizens  of  the  City  of  Fallon  were  to  review 

8  the  Navy's  draft  EIS  in  a  rational  and  measured  approach,  they 

9  would  conclude,  like  I  have,  that  this  proposal  is  a  prudent 

10  public  safety  policy  and  appropriate  co-usage  of  the 

11  environment. 

12  Sincerely,  the  Honorable  Ken  Tedford,  Jr. ,  Mayor 

13  of  the  City  of  Fallon. 

14  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

15  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Endacott.   We'll 

16  now  hear  from  Gene  Gerdes.  After  Mr.  Gerdes,  Grace  Bukowski. 

17  MR.  GERDES:   Gene  Gerdes,  that's  spelled 

18  G-e-r-d-e-s,  with  the  Nevada  Trappers  Association.  ^I'm  going 

19  to  summarize  our  statement  and  hand  in  to  you  the  full  text  of 

20  our  comments  here. 

21  The  EIS  failed  to  mention  hunting  and  trapping  of 

22  fur-bearing  mammals.   This  is  a  low  density,  high  value 

23  activity  that  takes  place  on  land  proposed  for  withdrawal. 

24  There  are  no  legal  descriptions  for  the  lands  in  the  proposed 

25  withdrawal.   It  is  difficult  to  accurately  ascertain  what  lands 
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1  are  included  in  the  DEIS. 

2  We  feel  that  25-year  proposed  withdrawal  is  much 

3  too  long.   Withdrawal  of  the  Navy  B-20  range  and  the  Nellis  Air 

4  Force  Range  both  received  congressional  approval  for  a  15-year 

5  period. 

6  Included  in  the  DEIS  is  the  implication  that  naval 

7  allies  will  be  using  the  Navy's  facilities  here.   I'm  sure  that 

8  members  of  the  organization  I  represent  will  not  take  kindly  to 

9  being  locked  out  of  their  public  lands  while  a  foreign  military 

10  power  is  training  here. 

11  We  can  remember  that  not  too  far  back  our  country 

12  was  somewhat  closely  with  both  Iran  and  Iraq.  The  Category  B 

13  lands  east  of  the  Dixie  Valley  Road  and  northward  corridor 

14  lands  connecting  to  Navy  owned  lands  in  Dixie  Valley  and  the 

15  lands  west  of  the  road  running  from  Highway  50  to  the  Mountain 

16  Wells  Canyon  Road  may  look  good  on  a  map  to  the  Navy,  but  they 

17  could  cause  problems  for  the  public  trying  to  access  adjacent 

18  public  lands. 

19  Further,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  sound 
2  0  military  reason  for  including  these  lands  in  the  withdrawal. 

21  Recently  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  reopened  the  road  to  the 

22  public  east  of  Range  B-19.   This  road  follows  a  gas  pipeline. 

23  The  DEIS  does  not  indicate  if  this  road  will 

24  remain  open  if  surrounding  lands  are  withdrawn.   Maps  indicate 

25  that  much  of  the  Slate  Range  will  be  classified  as  Category  A 
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1  land  closed  to  the  public.   A  map  showing  the  footprint 

2  developed  by  hazard  methodology  also  includes  the  same  area. 

3  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  maps  of  ordnance 

4  sweeps  of  this  area  indicate  that  no  ordnance  was  found.   This 

5  seems  to  contradict  the  accuracy  of  the  footprint.   Slate  Range 

6  has  high  wildlife  values  including  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep, 

7  chukar,  and  several  fur-bearing  species. 

8  It  should  be  mentioned  that  I  personally  do  not 

9  know  of  any  injury  or  harm  to  civilians  in  the  last  20  years 

10  caused  by  military  activities  on  lands  surrounding  training 

11  ranges . 

12  And  finally,  we  see  that  no  mitigations  are 

13  offered  for  these  proposed  withdrawn  lands.   I'll  give  you  the 

14  comments . 

15  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Gerdes.   We'll 

16  hear  from  Grace  Bukowski.   Following  her  we  will  hear  from 

17  Alice  Schneider. 

18  MS.  BUKOWSKI:   Good  evening.   That's  Grace 

19  Bukowski,  B-u-k-o-w-s-k-i . 

20  Captain  Ronnie,  just  a  suggestion,  when  you  talk 

21  about  the  lands  that  are  contaminated,  you're  not  going  to  be 

22  taking  back  land.   You're  going  to  be  taking  public  land 

23  because  they  were  never  yours  to  take  back.   Okay. 

24  I  just  want  to  point  out  that  I  don't  see  a  map  up 

25  of  the  proposed  airspace  expansion  up  here,  including  the 
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1  Diamond.   It  is  in  the  Draft  Environment  Impact  Statement.   It 

2  would  have  been  nice  to  see  a  map. 

3  I  want  to  talk  about  the  Category  B  lands  and  your 

4  use  of  those  lands  30  to  36  weeks,  30  hours  a  week.   I  don't 

5  think  we're  convinced  that  there's  not  going  to  be  conflicts 

6  out  there.   There  have  been  conflicts.   There  will  continue  to 

7  be  conflicts.   I  just  don't  see  you  with  Navy  SEALS  out  there 

8  and  someone  goes  out  to  use  the  public  lands,  you  stopping  your 

9  operations.   I  think  it's  more  likely  that  the  public's  going 

10  to  be  asked  to  leave. 

11  And  I  mean,  when  we  look  at  the  history  of  what's 

12  happened  in  Dixie  Valley,  you  bought  out  all  that  land  because 

13  of  the  supersonic  operation  area,  and  I  was  around  then.   I've 

14  been  around  for  a  long  time.   I  have  a  long  memory.   Okay. 

15  There  was  no  discussion  of  ground  maneuvers  at 

16  that  time.   Those  lands  have  been  fenced  and  closed  off. 

17  Now,  if  you  really  had  a  good  resource  management 

18  plan,  those  lands  could  have  been  used  by  the  public  all  these 

19  years.  And  in  particular,  two  parcels  of  land,  one  during  the 

20  memoranda  of  agreement  when  you  created  the  supersonic 

21  operation  area,  the  Navy  agreed  to  look  at  turning  over  Ed 

22  Robbins'  fish  farm  to  the  Department  of  Wildlife.   Hasn't 

23  happened.   You  had  an  agreement.   It  didn't  happen. 

24  Then  we  look  at  Horse  Creek  Ranch.   Not  only  do 

25  you  close  off  access  to  the  ranch,  but  you've  closed  off  access 
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to  public  lands.   Now  we  hear  that  there's  going  to  be  some 
limited  access.   Why  should  we  have  limited  access  to  public 
lands?  That's  not  acceptable.   I  mean,  just  open  up  the  road. 
Let  people  go  through. 

Continuing  on,  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  it's  very  obvious  that  you  use  crash  data  from  the 
decade  of  the  1980s.   We've  had  I  don't  know  how  many  crashes 
out  here  in  the  1990s,  but  several,  including  a  head-on. 

You  need  to  update  that  crash  data.   I'm  not  going 
to  accept  nor  will  the  public  accept  crash  data  from  the  1980s 
when  you  had  a  flurry  of  crashes  in  the  1990s. 

When  I  look  at  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  regarding  Bravo-16  and  the  RAICUZ  Report,  it's  real 
obvious  you're  going  to  begin  armed  overflights  one  mile  south 
of  the  range,  and  you  admit  in  your  RAICUZ  study  that  there's  a 
possibility  of  inadvertent  ordnance  releases.   So  once  again, 
we're  going  to  have  a  Navy  bomb  public  lands. 

You  can't  tell  me  because  it's  just  inert  ordnance 
that  it's  not  dangerous.   I  know  that  it  is  titanium 
tetrachloride  inert  ordnance.   It's  a  chemical.   It  should  not 
be  inhaled  by  you  or  animals  or  anyone  else,  and  I  will  include 
that  information  in  my  comments. 

We're  going  to  have  more  land  closures  with  this 
proposed  flight  operation  of  Bravo-16,  and  I  don't  see  how  you 
can  piecemeal  that  analysis,  when  during  1995  this  entire 
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1  process  was  about  Bravo-16. 

2  Finally,  I'm  going  to  say  BLM's  a  cooperating 

3  agency.   Why  aren't  they  sitting  at  this  table?  Where  is  the 

4  BLM?  Why  aren't  they  here?  What  is  their  position  on  this? 

5  And  with  that,  I'll  say  thank  you  for  the 

6  opportunity  again. 

7  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Ms.  Bukowski.   We'll 

8  now  hear  from  Alice  Schneider.   Following  her,  Don  Bowman. 

9  MS.  SCHNEIDER:   My  name  is  Alice  Schneider, 

10  S-c-h-n-e-i-d-e-r. 

11  The  start  of  this  is  mainly  on  what  has  happened 

12  in  past  years.   Our  concern  is  the  withdrawal  of  more  land 

13  around  Bravo-16.   We  have  always  felt  Bravo-16  should  be  closed 

14  as  recommended  by  the  FAA  in  1984  and  more  recently  by  Governor 

15  Miller,  Senator  Bryan,  and  Senator  Reid. 

16  It  is  technically  an  in-town  bombing  range  and  was 

17  originally  meant  for  propeller  type  planes,  not  fast, 

18  low-flying  jets.   There  have  been  seven  crashes  on  Bravo-16 

19  resulting  in  at  least  two  deaths. 

20  We  live  six  miles  north  and  one  mile  east  of 

21  Bravo-16.   When  we  bought  our  property  in  1974,  we  were  not 

22  advised  by  anyone  that  there  was  a  bombing  range  in  the  area. 

23  For  many  years  the  low-flying  jets  screamed  by  and  over  us  from 

24  early  morning  till  often  late  at  night. 

25  In  the  1980s  the  Navy  brought  in  a  company  from 
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1  back  east  to  set  up  noise  monitors  on  our  property  to  record 

2  the  decibel  level  of  the  jets.   It  was  business  as  usual  up  to 

3  the  date  the  noise  monitor  was  set  up.   The  jets  did  not  fly  by 

4  us  at  all  during  the  time  the  monitor  was  there,  and  the  day 

5  after  it  was  removed  it  was  back  to  business  as  usual.   So  to 

6  anyone  looking  at  that  report  there  was  no  noise  problem  here. 

7  The  same  with  the  EIS  issued  about  1984.   It 

8  showed  about  six  noise  complaints  called  to  the  base  from  our 

9  address,  when  in  fact  we  had  called  in  hundreds  of  times  over 

10  the  years. 

11  Even  now  the  number  of  noise  complaint  calls 

12  reported  to  the  press  is  lower  than  the  actual  number,  and  the 

13  number  of  people  in  this  area  was  recorded  lower. 

14  According  to  a  state  survey  done  over  a  year  ago, 

15  there  were  24  00  people  living  in  this  area  and  there  could  be 

16  even  more  now.   People  who  bought  property  and  built  homes 

17  closer  to  Bravo-16  after  we  bought  our  property  had  been 

18  advised  by  the  Navy  that  Bravo-16  was  going  to  be  abandoned  in 

19  the  near  future,  but  this  never  happened. 

20  The  end  of  June  we  were  part  of  a  group  attending 

21  a  demonstration  of  low-flying  jets,  jets  breaking  the  sound 

22  barrier,  sonic  booms,  and  so  forth.  The  noise  monitor  set  up 

23  to  record  the  decibel  level  showed  the  low-flying  jets  were  as 

24  loud  as  some  of  the  sonic  booms,  and  this  is  what  we  lived  with 

25  for  many  years. 
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1  Since  Captain  Ronnie  has  been  the  base  commander, 

2  things  have  been  considerably  better.   He  has  worked  hard  to 

3  try  to  come  up  with  a  solution  to  the  problem  that  will  be 

4  beneficial  to  both  the  Navy  and  the  residents  affected  by 

5  Bravo-16,  for  which  we  commend  him. 

6  He  has  proposed  a  change  in  the  flight  pattern  so 

7  the  jets  will  approach  the  bombing  range  from  the  south  where 

8  there  are  no  residences  instead  of  from  the  north  which  is 

9  heavily  populated,  and  now  is  seeking  FAA  approval  to  make  the 

10  change. 

11  On  July  26  jets  made  test  runs  using  the  proposed 

12  new  flight  pattern  and  we  could  barely  hear  them  from  our 

13  place.   We  do  not  know  how  it  affected  those  living  closer  to 

14  Bravo-16. 

15  On  February  12th  we  went  to  the  Senate  hearing  on 

16  closing  or  relocating  Bravo-16  and  then  to  the  subsequent 

17  hearing  where  the  Senate  voted  to  let  the  Navy  try  the  new 

18  route  it  has  proposed.  However,  Senator  Rose  said  if  the  FAA 

19  does  not  approve  the  new  flight  pattern  or  if  it  is  not 

20  beneficial  to  the  residents  of  the  area,  they  will  look  again 

21  at  closing  or  relocating  Bravo-16.   Thank  you. 

22  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Schneider. 

23  We'll  now  hear  from  Don  Bowman,  and  then  following  Don  Bowman, 

24  Ira  Kent.   Don  Bowman?  All  right.  We'll  move  on  to  Ira  Kent. 

25  Following  Ira  Kent,  Bonnie  Eberhardt. 
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1  MR.  KENT:   May  name  is  Ira  H.  Kent,  K-e-n-t. 

2  We  have  a  grazing  permit  north  of  Bravo-17.   The 

3  north  boundary  has  been  moved  several  miles  north  than  what  it 

4  originally  was  proposed  and  now  joins  the  proposed  wilderness 

5  area . 

6  We  have  a  number  of  appropriated  water 

7  developments  in  this  area.   Some  of  these  waters  were 

8  appropriated  clear  back  to  the  turn  of  the  century. 

9  I  would  like  to  see  a  half  mile  area  around  these 

10  springs  and  water  developments  that  the  Navy  will  not  enter 

11  because  helicopters  and  personnel  in  these  areas  will  run  the 

12  cattle  away  from  these  waters.   In  the  past  year  we  have 

13  experienced  these  problems. 

14  The  BLM  gave  permits  to  the  Marine  Corps  several 

15  times  and  the  first  time  they  observed  it.  After  that  they 

16  ignored  it,  and  in  fact,  one  time  they  was  ten  miles  from  where 

17  they  were  supposed  to  have  been. 

18  And  they  run  the  cattle  all  the  way  from  the 

19  water,  the  cattle  are  moved  on  and  a  lot  of  them  come  back  to 

20  the  ranch,  and  I  think  I'd  like  to  see  that  a  half  mile  around 

21  each  one  of  these  water  developments  where  helicopters  will  not 

22  land,  personnel  and  whatnot  go  in  there,  because  otherwise 

23  we're  going  to  run  our  cattle  out.   That  is  all.   Thank  you. 

24  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Kent.   We'll  now 

25  hear  from  Bonnie  Eberhardt  and  then  Lynn  Boyer. 
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1  MS.  EBERHARDT:   It's  Bonnie  Eberhardt,      \<     x 

2  E-b-e-r-h-a-r-d-t. 

3  I  just  got  a  chance  to  look  at  the  Draft  Impact 

4  Statement  today  and  what  I  mostly  spent  my  time  on  was  the 

5  methodology  section.   I'm  concerned  of  how  the  methodology  was 

6  set  up  and  how  inadequately  it's  described  in  that  brochure. 

7  First,  you  say  the  first  step  is  determining  a 

8  regional  base  line,  and  my  concern  with  that  is  that  the  base 

9  line  being  used  has  already  been  altered.   It  not  a  true  base 

10  line.   It's  already  been  altered  and  elevated  because  of  the 

11  existing  proximity  to  the  flights  that  are  occurring  and  the 

12  activities  that  are  occurring. 

13  Also  it  seems  mostly  that  you're  having 

14  qualitative  statements  and  qualitative  words  rather  than 

15  quantitative  measurements.   It's  really  hard  to  get  a  grip  on 

16  quantitative  measurements. 

17  For  example,  in  the  next  step  you  say  that  the 

18  focus  of  cumulative  effects  analysis  is  on  incremental  effects 

19  of  the  action  when  added,  when  added  to  other  past,  present, 

20  and  future  actions. 

21  And  I'm  suggesting  to  you  that  that's  very 

22  simplistic  methodologically,  that  I  don't  think  you 

23  necessarily  —  I  don't  know.   I  don't  think  you  could 

24  necessarily  maintain  an  additive  approach.   I  think  it's 

25  probably  an  interactive  approach.   Probably  an  exponential 
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approach  in  some  of  your  data. 

Also,  whenever  you  talk  about  the  traditional 
Native  American  areas,  you  admit  that  they  are  not  well 
defined,  and  I'm  very  concerned  about  that. 

Another  statement  you  have  in  there  that  just  kind 
of  baffles  my  mind,  I  can  understand  where  you're  coming  from, 
but  it  doesn't  quite  make  sense  to  me.   Quote,  noise  —  this  is 
Section  547.   Quote:  "Noise  levels  in  the  rest  of  the  future 
region  are  generally  lower  because  of  sparse  distribution  of 
population. " 

I'm  like,  well,  you  know,  if  a  noise  level  is,  you 
know,  this  for  30,000  people,  it  must  be  this  for  two  people. 
You  know,  it's  like  do  they  hear  a  tree  when  it  falls  in  the 
forest  if  nobody's  there. 

I  think  what  you  mean  is  that  the  base  line  would 
be  lower  because  there's  less  traffic  and  less  people  to  make 
noise.  However,  that's  not  an  accurate  —  you're  not,  you 
know,  measuring  apples  and  oranges.   You  know,  traffic  noise  is 
not  the  air  flight  and  the  sonic  booms  that  I'm  hearing  from 
the  Yomba  Reservation. 

Section  548,  when  you  speak  of  health  and  safety, 
you  talk  about  a  small  risk,  and  I'd  be  really  concerned  with 
how  you  measure  small  risk  quantitatively  when  I  have  three 
kids  on  a  bus  coming  up  the  hill.  What  is  small  risk  to  you? 

Section  5522,  your  references  are  to  an  NDOW  study 
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1  in  1989  and  you're  monitoring  the  effects  of  air  operations  on 

2  wildlife  and  you  say  that  they  merely  show  a  startle  effect, 

3  and  I  wasn't  here  in  1989  but  I'm  willing  to  bet  that  there 

4  were  less  flyovers  and  less  activity  in  those  specific  areas  in 

5  1989,  and  I  wonder  again  if  you're  getting  an  actual  measure  of 

6  increase. 

7  You  also  say  in  there  that  one  of  your 

8  measurements  is  the  difference  in  reproductive  success.   I 

9  would  suggest  that  in  addition  to  reproductive  success,  you 

10  measure  mortality  rate  and  any  other  developmental  delay 

11  effects. 

12  Throughout  the  whole  article  all  I  see  is 

13  confirmation  biases.   You're  finding  what  you're  looking  for, 

14  and  I'm  not  blaming  you  for  that.  We  all  do  that  as 

15  scientists,  but  it  seems  like  all  of  your  studies  are  funded  by 

16  either  you  or  the  BLM  or  another  governmental  agency  or 

17  somebody  affiliated  or  paid  for  by  a  governmental  agency,  and  I 

18  would  be  interested  in  another  study  where  I'm  seeing  more  open 

19  information. 

20  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you  very  much.   We'll  now 

21  hear  from  Lynn  Boyer  and  then  from  —  would  Vernon  Brechin  like 

22  to  speak?  You  didn't  check  yes  or  no. 

23  MR.  BRECHIN:   Yes,  I  do. 

24  LIEUTENANT  COLON:      You  would  like  to  speak? 

25  MR.    BRECHIN:       Yes. 
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LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Yes,  sir.   Okay.   After  Lynn 
Boyer,  Mr.  Brechin,  you'll  be  next. 

MR.  BOYER:   My  name  is  Lynn  Boyer,  B-o-y-e-r.   I 
live  on  the  boundary  of  the  Sheckler  Reservoir,  which  is  in  the 
considered  withdraw.   I'm  a  retired  trooper  with  the  Nevada 
Highway  Patrol. 

I've  been  to  the  NAS  Fallon  on  thousands  of 
occasions  on  company  business  and  private  business,  having 
lunch  and  dinner  with  commanders  and  captains.   I  have 
absolutely  no  animosity  towards  the  Navy,  and  I'm  a  very  strong 
proponent  of  our  military. 

However,  I've  been  with  personnel  out  there  and  I 
know  the  situation  that's  going  to  be  in  this  vicinity.   The 
Navy  base  is  going  to  grow  and  they're  going  to  attempt  to  take 
land  through  the  years. 

Now,  I've  been  in  that  area  when  a  jet  went  down 
not  more  than  a  couple  miles  away  from  it.   I've  given  both 
oral  and  written  statements  to  the  fact  of  what  happened  at 
that  incident.   There's  no  way  that  any  buffer  zone  is  going  to 
help  whether  or  not  a  jet  goes  down.   It's  unfortunate.   It's  a 
very  hazardous  occupation  that  you  do.   You're  going  to  have 
accidents . 

So  closing  off  a  small  portion  of  land  right  here 
isn't  going  to  do  anything  when  a  Navy  jet  pilot  flies  over  my 
house  and  other  houses  way  off  course  and  it  goes  down  and  hits 
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1  a  facility.   What's  going  to  stop  that?  Nothing. 

2  They  do  it  all  the  time.   They  fly  right  over  my 

3  house,  and  if  they  fly  on  the  range  where  they're  supposed  to 

4  be  flying  right  now,  there's  never  been  trouble  and  we  don't 

5  have  a  problem  with  the  noise. 

6  We  can  look  right  out  our  front  window.  We  see 

7  the  flares  out  there.  We  see  them  flying.   There's  never  been 

8  a  problem. 

9  The  range  out  there  was  designed,  as  stated 

10  earlier,  for  propeller  aircraft.   They  used  to  have  the  old 

11  range  building  up  there  where  they  could  look  at  the  bombs  drop 

12  and  now  it's  all  electronic. 

13  I've  been  to  the  Navy  pilot  training  there  on  the 

14  base.   I  know  how  the  jets  fly.   They  know  exactly  where  the 

15  jets  at  at  all  times.  They  know  where  the  bombs  hit,  so  trying 

16  to  say  that  if  a  bomb  hit  outside  this  area  they  would  know  if 

17  it's  outside  the  area,  they  go  take  care  of  it.   It's  as  simple 

18  as  that. 

19  The  Dixie  Valley  land  withdrawal,  again  getting 

20  back  to  the  Horse  Creek  area,  that  was  supposed  to  be  not  ever 

21  taken  away  from  the  public.  They  were  supposed  to  be  able  to 

22  go  out  there  and  fish,  go  through  the  land  and  everything 

23  else.   They  closed  it  down,  they  locked  the  gates,  they  drained 

24  the  reservoir  so  people  can't  use  it. 

25  The  problem  gets  to  be  is  all  of  these  statements 
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that  we're  going  to  do  this,  we  promise  you  this  and  then 

they're  changed,  five  years  later,  ten  years  later.   It's  not  '.'■■    pHF-32 

what  was  told. 

Bravo-16  was  going  to  be  closed  years  ago.   They 
withdrew  180  some  thousand  acres  back  in  '82,  '84,  all  around 
Churchill  County,  Pershing  County,  all  that.  We're  going  to 
get  rid  of  Bravo-16.   It's  outdated.   We  don't  need  it.  We 
need  the  land  out  in  these  areas  for  our  long-range  bombing 
areas. 

Now  here  we  go  wanting  land  out  of  Bravo-16.   So 
the  problem  is  it  keeps  changing.   Granted,  new  captains  come 
in  and  you've  got  long-range  things  that  change.  Military 
changes.   Everything  changes. 

As  you  said  with  the  Cold  War  and  then  Russia  and 
everything  else,  it's  going  change,  but  to  take  areas  that  are 
really  not. needed,  and  it  may  be  needed  by  you,  but  it's  not 
designed  for  that.   It's  too  close. 

And  pretty  soon  it's  going  to  be,  well,^we  need 
more  and  you're  going  to  take  a  little  bit  here.   Okay.   Now  we 
need  the  reservoir.  Now  we  can't  fish.   Now  we  can't  ride  our 
bikes.  Now  we  can't  ride  our  horses.   So  that's  what  you  get 
into  with  that. 

I  do  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  here. 
Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Boyer.   We'll 
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1  now  hear  from  Vernon  Brechin  and  then  Ray  Salisbury. 

2  MR.  BRECHIN:   Yes.   My  name  is  Vernon  J.  Brechin. 

3  That's  B-r-e-c-h-i-n,  and  I'm  speaking  for  myself. 

4  One  of  the  proposed  land  withdrawals  considered  in 

5  all  the  alternatives  except  for  the  no-action  alternative 

6  involves  a  shoal  site  which  lies  just  east  of  Bravo-17  and 

7  about  31  miles  southeast  of  Fallon,  Nevada.   On  the  map  it 

8  appears  right  here.   Okay. 

9  I  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  virtually  ignored  a 

10  highly  significant  aspect  of  this  existing  environment.   To 

11  begin,  I  would  like  to  mention  a  single  listing  that  appears  in 

12  Appendix  G.   Archaeological  sites  and  surveys,  Table  G-2, 

13  cultural  resources  survey  conducted  at  NSA  Fallon.   This  is  the 

14  last  listing  on  page  G-4,  which  is  for  area  B-17. 

15  The  cultural  resource  project  name  is  GZ  Canyon 

16  Guzzler  number  one.  Essentially  this  cultural  resource 

17  consists  of  a  water  trough  for  wildlife.   This  is  the  only 

18  cultural  resource  listed  in  the  GZ  area.   GZ  is  an  acronym  for 

19  ground  zero,  which  is  in  this  case  refers  to  the  center  of  an 

20  underground  nuclear  explosion  that  was  conducted  near  the 

21  center  of  the  shoal  site  in  1963. 

22  This  nuclear  explosion  yielded  about  80  percent  of 

23  the  energy  of  the  bomb  dropped  on  Hiroshima,  Japan.   The  shoal 

24  site  was  named  after  the  code  name  of  the  test  project  shoal. 

25  Such  underground  nuclear  explosions  are 
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1  effectively  the  same  thing  as  the  explosion  of  a  small  nuclear 

2  reactor  in  the  earth.   Such  nuclear  explosions  leave  several 

3  pounds  of  high-level  nuclear  waste. 

4  The  waste  was  left  buried  without  engineered 

5  containment  structures  mixed  in  tens  of  thousands  of  tons  of 

6  porous  and  fractured  rock  which  lies  below  the  watertable. 

7  The  Yucca  Mountain  site  may  or  may  not  be  approved 

8  for  the  storage  of  similar  nuclear  waste.   The  fact  that  the 

9  shoal  site  is  associated  with  an  underground  nuclear  explosion 

10  is  mentioned  on  one  line  on  page  3-32  in  the  draft  EIS. 

11  I  wonder  what  sort  of  priorities  are  responsible 

12  for  treating  a  watering  trough  as  more  important  than  an 

13  uncharacterized  and  unlicensed  nuclear  waste  dump  that  will 

14  remain  a  potential  hazard  for  at  least  10,000  years. 

15  So  the  shoal  site  is  now  the  subject  of  a 

16  multi-million  dollar  groundwater  monitoring  program  by  the 

17  Department  of  Energy.  The  Navy  DEIS  provides  not  a  hint  of 

18  this  activity. 

19  I  believe  that  shoal  site  is  a  DOE  environmental 

20  albatross  which  the  DOE  would  gladly  love  the  Navy  to  take 

21  over. 

22  in  closing,  I  believe  this  third  round  of  this 

23  land  withdrawal  process  is  deficient,  and  therefore,  by 

24  default,  the  no-action  alternative  should  be  chosen.   I  will  be 

25  submitting  my  written  comments  later. 
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Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  sir.   We'll  now  hear 
from  Mr.  Ray  Salisbury  and  then  after  Mr.  Salisbury,  Nikki 
Reynolds . 

MR.  SALISBURY:   Thank  you  for  speaking  tonight. 
My  name  is  Ray  Salisbury,  S-a-1-i-s-b-u-r-y.   I'm  the  chairman 
of  the  Lander  County  Land  Use  Advisory  Planning  Commission,  and 
as  we  know,  none  of  this  land  would  be  withdrawn  in  Lander 
County.   It's  all  in  Churchill  County,  but  Churchill  —  or 
Lander  County  has  always  got  all  the  bad  things  out  of  the 
Navy,  like  overflights. 

For  example,  last  night  we  had  airplanes  circling 
Austin  clear  close  to  11  o'clock  and  maybe  they  turn  around. 
It's  the  same  airplane.   I  went  outside  and  I  watched  that 
plane  went  over  here,  turned,  come  back  over  Austin  till  just 
about  11  o'clock. 

Seems  to  me  like  they're  harassing  us,  and  so  I 
think  that  the  more  land  that's  withdrawn  from  the  Navy  —  for 
the  Navy  puts  it  closer  into  Lander  County,  and  we  get  no 
benefit  from  the  Navy  except  the  noise  and  things  like  that. 

Sure,  it's  good  for  Churchill  County.   They  get 
all  the  financial  benefits  and  we  get  the  other  stuff,  flights 
at  night. 

And  another  thing,  there's  helicopters  fly  out 
there  at  night  and  in  Lander  County  and  it's  sort  of  scary. 
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1  There's  three  of  them  in  the  Smith  Creek  Valley  the  other 

2  night. 

3  We've  had  seven  airplanes  crash  in  the  few  years 

4  that  I've  been  in  Austin.   I've  been  there  in  Central  Nevada  30 

5  years,  and  I've  seen  at  least  seven  planes  crash  out  there. 

6  Granted,  one  of  them  was  an  Air  National  Guard  plane,  but  it 

7  still  endangers  us. 

8  We  have  these  planes  come  over  Austin  at  much 

9  lower  than  the  heights  that  what  the  demonstration  on  that 

10  Frenchman  was,  and  they're  still  doing  it.   We've  got  a  sonic 

11  boom  today.   It  wasn't  a  bad  one,  but  it's  —  and  maybe  it  does 

12  fly  from  your  operation  area,  but  we're  still  getting  them. 

13  And  another  thing,  in  February  when  all  the  damage 

14  was  done  to  the  buildings,  it  says  in  the  newspapers  the  Navy's 

15  paid  for  this  damage.   It  is  not  the  Navy.   It's  US  taxpayers 

16  that  pay  for  this,  and  it  was  unnecessary. 

17  And  I  don't  know  what  you  did  to  them  pilots.   I 

18  hope  you  didn't  pull  their  wings  because  we've  got  too  much 

19  money  invested  in  them.   I'd  like  to  see  them  pay  for  some 

20  damage,  and  that  would  stop  some  of  this  stuff. 

21  Probably  this  is  a  little  emotional  tonight,  but  I 

22  have  a  right  to  be  here  where  I  live  and  why  I  live  there,  and 

23  I  don't  want  anybody  taking  it  from  us  and  the  people  in 

24  Central  Nevada. 

25  There  was  no  overflights  when  I  first  moved  there, 
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1  and  people  that  move  there  now  should  not  expect  to  go  through  ' 

2  what  we've  been  going  through.   Thank  you. 

3  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Salisbury. 

4  We'll  now  hear  from  Nikki  Reynolds.  And  then  Robert  Pierson,  I 

5  believe. 

6  MS.  REYNOLDS:   Nikki  Reynolds,  R-e-y-n-o-l-d-s. 

7  I'm  on  the  board  for  the  Lahontan  Valley  Trail  Riders.   It's  a 

8  horse  group.   We're  about  30  members  now  and  we  use  the 

9  approach  to  Bravo-16  quite  often.   In  fact,  we're  going  to  go 

10  there  tomorrow  morning. 

11  We  don't  mind  really  being  flown  over  by  jets. 

12  That's  just  another  hazard.   There  are  many  of  them.   And  we 

13  don't  want  to  be  locked  out,  though.  We've  come  across  locked 

14  gates  at  the  block  house  on  our  way  to  Hooten  Wells  and  had  to 

15  go  over  a  very  dangerous  rocky  ridge  to  get  around  that  fence. 

16  It  was  not  easy.   My  horse  almost  fell.  We  could  have  been 

17  hurt. 

18  And  we  were  told  that  the  fence  wasn't  locked 

19  there  when  we  complained  about  it,  and  I  just  don't  want  to  see 

20  more  fences  going  up  and  being  locked  out  of  the  recreational 

21  areas. 

22  My  son  goes  out  to  Sheckler  Reservoir  for  science 

23  projects.  We  don't  want  to  see  that  drained.  We  realize  the 

24  wild  fowl  there  will  probably  get  into  the  jet  engines  now  and 

25  then  and  that's  why  I  assume  that  you  want  to  take  that  as  a 
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buffer  so  you  could  drain  the  reservoir.   I'm  not  sure,  you 
know.   This  is  what  it  looks  like.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Reynolds. 
We'll  now  hear  from  Robert  Pierson,  I  believe  it  is.   And  then 
after  Mr.  Pierson,  Diane  Woods. 

MR.  PIERSON:   My  name  is  Bob  Pierson,  spelled 
P-i-e-r-s-o-n.  We  live  in  the  Sheckler  District  right  on  Candy 
Lane. 

You  really  bothered  me  quite  a  few  times  but  what 
bothers  me  the  most  is  the  withdrawal  of  the  ground.   We  use  it 
for  22  years.   We've  worked  with  you  people  and  we've  used  it. 
The  horse  people,  motorcycles.  No  complaints. 

Now  you,  like  she  said,  the  gates  are  locked. 
Last  time  I  was  out  there,  the  gate  was  locked.   If  we  had  an 
emergency,  you  couldn't  get  through.   Excuse  me.   I've  got  an 
allergy  here.  I  have  a  tough  time  breathing  tonight. 

But  they  told  me  at  the  last  meeting  down  here  at 
Eagle's  Hall,  I  asked  them  about  a  withdrawal  out  there.  They 
said  no,  they're  not  going  to  withdraw  anything.  This  is  just 
strictly  going  to  be  for  a  new  approach. 

Now  we  get  this,  and  we  have  a  withdrawal.  And  I 
know  you  guys  are  going  to  build  a  fence  around  it  because 
everything  you  get,  you  build  a  fence  around  it.   You're  as  bad 
as  the  government.   Build  that  building. 

So  I'd  really  appreciate  it  if  you  didn't  build  a 
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1  fence  around  it  because  a  lot  of  people  use  that  feel  the  same 

2  way.   Thank  you. 

3  LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Pierson.   And  if 

4  I  could  ask  the  audience  to  please  refrain  from  commenting  or 

5  laughter.   The  court  reporter  has  a  hard  time  hearing  the 

6  speakers' s  comments  and  we'd  like  to  get  an  accurate  record. 

7  Diane  Woods,  and  then  after  Diane  Woods,  Joe 

8  Dahl . 

9  MS.  WOODS:   Hello.   My  name  is  Diane  Woods, 

10  W-o-o-d-s,  and  I'd  just  like  to  say  that  I  think  everybody  has 

11  a  lot  of  legitimate  concerns  here. 

12  I've  been  raised  in  the  State  of  Nevada.  My 

13  parents  live  out  there,  as  Captain  Ronnie  knows,  but  I  think  we 

14  need  to  look  at  the  big  picture  too,  and  I'd  like  it  to  where 

15  there's  no  foreign  pilots  training  on  my  taxpayer  dollars,  you 

16  know.   I  don't  think  we  should  have  German  pilots  in  here.   I 

17  don't  think  we  should  have  pilots  from  any  other  countries 

18  here.   I'm  a  little  opposed  to  the  fact  that  we're  leasing  out 

19  our  bases  to  foreign  powers.  I  don't  think  there  should  be  any 

20  other  military  on  American  soil  besides  US  military.  That's 

21  one  thing  I  think  we  need  to  look  at. 

22  And  as  far  as  maneuvers  go,  if  anybody  was  at  home 

23  tonight  and  watched  the  news,  there  was  a  helicopter  that  went 

24  down  in  Bosnia.  Are  you  aware  of  that?  Well,  the  only 

25  survivors  were  the  Ukrainians  on  a  Soviet  helicopter.   Five 
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Americans  died,  I  think  one  Canadian,  one  Frenchman,  several 
others,  but  I  think  you  ought  to  study  that  maneuver,  you 
know.   I  really  do,  because  I  don't  think  we  need  foreign 
powers  in  this  country,  and  I  don't  think  we  should  keep  giving 
them  our  bases  or  letting  them  lease  them. 

If  we're  that  hard  up  for  money,  we'd  better  get 
it  somewhere  else.   I  think  we  ought  to  take  a  cold,  hard  look 
at  that.  Right  there.  We're  losing  people  overseas  on  foreign 
craft.  How  is  it  the  Ukrainians  are  alive  but  all  the 
Americans  are  dead?  You  know.   Have  you  wondered  about  that, 
or  have  an  explanation  to  that?  I  think  that's  pretty 
incredible. 

That  I  think  we  better  look  at  the  big  picture, 
too,  and  I  don't  want,  you  know,  if  our  memories  are  only  as 
long  as  our  fanny  packs,  maybe  we  need  to  go  back  and  read  our 
history  books.   I  don't  think  that  my  taxpayer  dollars  should 
go  to  fund  any  other  pilots  from  any  other  countries  here  to 
come  over  and  practice  on  our  soil.   And  I  just  wanted  to  say 
that.  Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Woods.   Joe 
Dahl,  and  then  after  Joe  Dahl,  it  looks  like  Johnnie  Bobb. 

MR.  DAHL:  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity.   I'm 
Joe  Dahl,  D-a-h-1.  My  wife  and  I  live  at  Smith  Creek  Ranch 
between  Fallon  and  Austin,  and  we  live  under  the  military 
operation  area  and  under  the  supersonic  operations  area,  and  we 
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1  have  an  ongoing  rapport  with  the  personnel,  some  of  the 

2  personnel  from  NAS  Fallon,  and  we  know  some  of  them  personally 

3  and  we  admire  them.   We're  patriots  and  we  admire  the  Navy  and 

4  we  thank  God  for  the  protection  that  they  provide  us. 

5  We  have  problems  with  the  Navy  living  under  their 

6  operations  to  the  extent  that  many  times  the  pilots  don't  obey 

7  the  rules.   There  certainly  is  a  safety  factor.   The  issue  of 

8  tonight,  the  safety  factor  of  this  proposal  seems  to  be  a  weak 

9  excuse  in  comparison  with  the  safety  factor  under  the  entire 

10  operations  of  the  Navy. 

11  We're  opposed  to  this  proposal  for  tonight.   To 

12  the  extent  that  we  feel  that  if  the  —  as  Captain  Ronnie  said 

13  in  his  opening  remarks,  NAS  Fallon  does  a  very  good  job  and  we 

14  feel  that  they  have  enough  to  continue  to  do  a  very  good  job, 

15  and  we  would  like  to  see  them  continue  do  that  good  job  with 

16  what  they  have. 

17  We  feel  that  this  is  just  another  step  to 

18  continuing  the  expansion  which  will  go  beyond  Central  Nevada 

19  clear  across  Nevada  and  put  a  lot  more  of  the  residents  of 

20  Nevada  in  the  situation  that  we're  in. 

21  On  the  Category  B  lands,  I  would  like  to  say  that 

22  since  those  lands  will  then  be  managed  by  the  Navy  and  not  by 

23  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  that  we're  afraid  that  the  Navy 

24  will  be  able  to  do,  as  the  years  go  by,  whatever  they  would 

25  like  to  do  with  those  lands,  and  the  status  that  we  are  told 
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will  put  those  lands  will  be  under  tonight  could  very  likely- 
change  as  the  years  and  the  demands  go  by. 

We  feel  that  if  the  NAS  Fallon  could  get  their 
pilots  to  be  accountable  and  obey  the  rules,  the  flight  rules 
of  their  training,  then  our  situation  living  under  them  would 
be  much  greater  and  we  would  have  less  opposition  to  any  kind 
of  expansion.  We  feel  that  before  they're  given  more,  that 
they  should  learn  to  behave  with  what  they've  got.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Dahl.   The  next 
speaker  was  not  sure  if  they  wanted  to  speak  or  not.   Bobb,  did 
you  want  to  speak?  And  if  you  could  spell  your  first  name 
because  I  can't  read  that. 

MR.  BOBB:   Okay.   My  name  is  Johnnie  Bob, 
J-o-h-n-n-i-e,  Johnnie.  My  last  name  is  Bobb,  B-o-b-b.   I'm 
from  the  Yomba  Shoshone  Tribe  by  Austin,  south  of  Austin. 

My  concern  was  about  how  many  people  like  the 
tribes  have  you  guys  talked  to?  Who's  all  the  people  that  you 
guys  talk  to?   It  seems  to  me  that  a  lot  of  these  people  is 
complaining  about  you  guy's  air  flight  and  the  tribe  that  the 
people  sit  in  supposed  to  contact  us  people,  but  they  haven't 
been  doing  that. 

It's  you  guys  contacting  the  ones  that's  in  the 
office  and  then  —  and  they're  not  replying  to  us,  so  I  need 
you  guys  to  maybe  send  out  some  kind  of  a  letter  to  the  tribe 
to  tell  them,  to  let  us  people  know  what  you  people  are  doing. 
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And  then  —  let  me  see.   And  Western  Shoshone 
Nation,  I  don't  see  where  you  guys  on  the  wall  show  it,  and 
then  I  don't  see  all  the  places  where  —  above  where  the 
Shoshone  peoples  are  located.   I  don't  see  any  maps  on  that. 
You  guys  need  to  get  together  and,  you  know,  get  together  with 
the  Indians  down  on  the  reservations  and  talk  with  them. 

That's  all.  Thanks.   I'll  send  in  my  comments 
later. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bobb.   That 
concludes  the  speaker  cards  that  I  have.  We'll  now  open  the 
floor  to  walk-ups  for  three-minute  intervals.   Please  state 
your  name,  spelling  your  last  name  for  the  record,  especially 
since  we  don't  have  a  card.   Do  we  have  any  walk-ups  for 
speaking? 

All  right.   Sir,  if  you  could  please  state  your 
name,  spelling  your  last  name. 

MR.  STEPHANS:  Yes,  my  name  is  William  E.,  that's 
Bill,  stephans,  S-t-e-p-h-a-n-s.   I'm  speaking  for  myself  and 
I'm  an  interested  resident  of  Fallon. 

What  I  want  to  say  is  I  fully  support  this  US's 
military  and  this  proposal,  and  I  think  we  really  need  to  look 
at  it  from  a  broad  perspective.   It  seems  to  me  like  the 
comments  I've  heard  tonight  are  from  individuals,  isolated 
cases,  and  this  sort  of  thing. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  sacrifices  by  us  residents 
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of  Fallon  are  small  compared  to  the  value,  overall  value  of  the 
training  our  military  people  are  receiving  out  here.  After 
all,  we're  asking  our  young  men  and  women  to  defend  our  country 
and  to  sacrifice  their  lives  if  necessary  and  that  we  ought  to 
be  giving  them  the  best  training  possible. 

And  we  talk  about  safety  here,  and  I  didn't  hear 
anyone  mention  that  the  real  safety  here  is  in  the  safety  to 
the  United  States,  safety  and  security  of  the  United  States  and 
all  that  is  provided  by  our  military.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  sir.   Are  there  any 
other  walk-up  comments? 

Thank  you.  This  concludes  our  public  hearing 
portion. 

(Hearing  adjourned  at  8:43  p.m.) 
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STATE  OF  NEVADA, 
COUNTY  OF  WASHOE. 


ss. 


I,  KRISTINE  A.  BOKELMANN,  a  Certified  Court 
Reporter,  in  and  for  the  County  of  Washoe,  State  of  Nevada,  do 
hereby  certify: 

That  on  Wednesday,  September  17,  1997,  at  the 
Fallon  Convention  Center,  100  Campus  Way,  Fallon,  Nevada,  I  was 
present  and  took  verbatim  stenotype  notes  of  the  above-entitled 
hearing,  and  thereafter  transcribed  the  same  into  typewriting 
as  herein  appears. 

That  the  foregoing  transcript  is  a  full,  true,  and 
correct  transcription  of  my  stenotype  notes  of  said  hearing. 

Dated  at  Reno,  Nevada,  this  23rd  day  of  September, 
1997. 


~i^AlKJL^JL.  (1  B>&mIlrmoLA^L> 


KRISTINE  A.  BOKELMANN,  CCR  #165 


SIERRA  NEVADA  REPORTERS  (702)  329-6560 


1 

I 

I 
1 

I 
1 

a 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 

t 

i 

i 
i 
i 

i 


I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

1 
I 
I 
1 

1 

I 

I 
I 
I 

f 

t 
I 

a 


Response  to  Comments 


Fallon  Public  Hearing  Transcript 


The  transcript  from  the  public  hearing  held  in  Fallon,  Nevada,  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  has  been  given  a 
designation  of  PHF.  The  PHF  transcript  has  been  divided  into  discrete  comments  as  delineated  by  the 
comment  designation  in  the  right  hand  margin  of  the  transcript  and  in  the  left  hand  column  of  the  table 
below.  Responses  to  each  discrete  PHF  transcript  comment  have  been  provided  in  the  Response  to 
Comments  section  of  the  Final  EIS  in  the  location  indicated  in  the  right  hand  column  of  the  table  below. 
The  Response  to  Comments  section  precedes  the  comment  letters  and  transcripts  in  this  volume  of  the 
Final  EIS. 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

PHF-1  27a 

PHF-2  20m 

PHF-3  25h 

PHF-4  lc 

PHF-5  29b 

PHF-6  20a 

PHF-7  20b 

PHF-8  22d 

PHF-9  29c 

PHF-10  6c 

PHF-1 1  26wwwwwwwww 

PHF-12  5a,  51 

PHF-13  26xxxxxxxxx 

PHF-14  26xxxxxxxxx 

PHF-15  26xxxxxxxxx 

PHF-16  7c 

PHF-17  21c 

PHF-18  2e 

PHF-19  29k 

PHF-20  7a 

PHF-2 1  19a 

PHF-22  26yyyyyyyyy 

PHF-23  291 

PHF-24  26zzzzzzzzz 

,  PHF-25  26aaaaaaaaaa 

PHF-26  26bbbbbbbbbb 

PHF-27  26cccccccccc 

PHF-28  26dddddddddd 

PHF-29  26eeeeeeeeee 

PHF-30  29m 

PHF-3 1  7a 

PHF-32  26xxxxxxxxx 

PHF-33  7a,  7b 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 


Response  to  Comments 


Fallon  Public  Hearing  Transcript 


Comment  Designation Response  Location 

PHF-34  8a 

PHF-35  29n 

PHF-36  6d 

PHF-37  13f 

PHF-38  6d,  7b 

PHF-39  5f 

PHF-40  29b 

PHF-41  27a 

PHF-42  5f 

PHF-43  29h 

PHF-44  16o 

PHF-45  16; 

PHF-46  27a 


FEISfor  the  Withdrawal  of  Public  Lands  for  Range  Safety  and  Training  Purposes  at  NA  S  Fallon,  NV 


1 
I 
1 
1 

I 
I 
1 
I 

I 
1 
1 
I 
1 

i 
i 

a 
i 
i 

i 


I 
i 
i 
1 
i 
1 
I 
i 
1 
I 
I 
l 
i 
t 
I 
i 
l 
t 
i 


1 

2 

NAVY  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING 

3 

PUBLIC  HEARING 

4 

FOR 

5 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  THE 

6 

WITHDRAWAL  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  FOR  RANGE  SAFETY 

7 

AND  TRAINING  PURPOSES  AT  NAS  FALLON,  NEVADA 

8 

-oOo- 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Tuesday,  September  16,  1997 

13 

14 

Peppermill  Hotel  Casino  Reno 

15 

2707  South  Virginia  Street 

16 

Reno ,  Nevada 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
24 

ORIGINAL 

25 

Reported  by:                     Cindy  Lee  Brown,  CCR  #486 

SIERRA  NEVADA  REPORTERS  -  (702)  329-6560 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


APPEARANCES 
REAR  ADMIRAL   B.J.    SMITH 


CAPTAIN  SCOTT  RONNIE 
Commanding  Officer 
NAS  Fallon 

SAM  L.  DENNIS 

Leader,  Operational  Bases  Group 

U.S.  Navy,  EFA,  West 

900  Commodore  Drive 

San  Bruno,  California 

FRANK  A.  COLON 
Lieutenant-JAGC  USNR 
NAS  Fallon 


SIERRA  NEVADA  REPORTERS  -  (702)  329-6560 


1 

I 
f 

I 

I 

I 
1 
I 


1 

INDEX 

2 

OFFICIAL  PRESENTATIONS: 

3 

Rear  Admiral  B.J.  Smith 

4 

Sam  Dennis 

5 

Commanding  Officer  Scott  Ronnie 

6 

Lieutenant  Frank  A.  Colon 

7 

(3 

DTTOT.Tr*  tfTlMMTMTe  . 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


Sandy  Green 
Julie  Butler 
Heather  Estes 
Charles  Watson 
Grace  Bukowski 
Thomas  Myers 
Marjorie  Sill 
Norvi  Enns 
Gail  Chud 
Dale  Ryan 
Vernon  Brechin 
Wendell  Alcorn 
Frank  Lewis 
Melissa  Smith 
Lois  Frazier 
Jerry  Lowery 
Minor  Kelso 
Carl  Peterson 
Donald  Ten  Eyck 
Craig  Bell 
Christine  Smith 
Rose  Strickland 
Clyde  Porter 


PAGE: 

1 

4 
11 
31 


SIERRA  NEVADA  REPORTERS  -  (702)  329-6560 


33 
36 
42 
44 
46 
49 
52 
53 
54 
54 
56 
58 
61 
62 
65 
67 
68 
68 
69 
70 
71 
73 
75 


u  -•  --/, 


*/ 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


33 

MS.  GREEN:   My  name  is  Sandy  Green.   I  am  a 
Eureka  County  Commissioner  in  Nevada. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you. 

Sandy,  not  to  cut  you  off,  just  one  more 
comment.   As  you  approach  the  three  minutes,  I'm  going  to 
flash  up  a  30 -second  warning.   This  means  you  have  30  seconds 
left.   Once  the  watch  beeps,  then  that  will  be  the  end  of  the 
three  minutes,  and  I'll  have  to  interrupt  and  say,  Thank  you. 
And  we  can  proceed  to  the  next  person. 

MS.  GREEN:   Okay. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you  very  much. 

MS.  GREEN:   Thank  you  very  much  for  this 
opportunity. 

I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of 
County  Commissioners,  and  I  also  represent  a  community  which 
has  120-plus  year  history,  which  is  rich  in  mineral  and 
agriculture  tradition. 

I  would  first  like  to  address  our  objections  to 
the  process,  and  then  make  some  comments  about  the  document 
itself.   We  intend  to  submit  extensive  written  comments  as 
well . 

Eureka  County  has  already  requested  a  60 -day 
extension  on  the  comment  period  for  the  review  of  this 
document.   At  the  county  level,  we  never  received  the 
document.   In  fact,  it  was  a  constituent  of  mine  who  made  us 
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aware  that  the  document  had  been  released. 

When  we  requested  five  copies  of  this  document, 
we  only  received  two,  and  that  was  well  after  the  beginning 
of  the  comment  period.   This  is  a  very  complex  and  detailed 
proposal,  and  in  order  for  the  local  governments  and  members 
of  the  public  to  participate,  additional  time  is  needed. 

We  also  requested  that  hearings  be  held  in 
central  Nevada,  including  the  town  of  Eureka.   The  impact  of 
the  proposal  will  be  felt  in  all  of  central  Nevada.   And 
hearings  should  be  held  in  each  county  -affected,  so  that  the 
public  will  be  informed  about  the  Navy's  plans  and  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  participate  without  taking  time  off  of  work 
or  without  making  a  long-distance  trip. 

The  Draft  states  that  the  land  in  Dixie  Valley 
will  be  used  for  training  ground  troops.   When  the  Navy 
condemned  the  private  property  in  Dixie  Valley  and  bought  out 
the  ranchers,  there  was  never  a  mention  of  a  need  for 
additional  ground  to  practice  on,  just  the  need  for  the 
airspace . 

This  use  of  Dixie  Valley  for  ground  maneuvers 
should  have  been  part  of  the  original  proposal .   To  propose 
it  now  is  an  indication  that  the  Navy's  initial  plans  or  what 
the  Navy  is  proposing  for  any  part  of  this  withdrawal  are  not 
the  end,  but  just  the  beginning  of  land  and  airspace  grabs  in 
central  Nevada.   We  wonder  how  we  can  trust  this  proposal  and 
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its  promises  when  we  look  to  the  example  of  Dixie  Valley. 
I  live  in  the  farming  community  of  Diamond 
Valley,  which  is  just  north  of  the  town  of  Eureka.   In 
reviewing  the  document's  discussion  of  the  need  to  continue 
to  practice  on  Bravo-16,  which  is  southwest  of  Fallon,  I 
wonder  if  in  25  years  I  might  be  reading  the  same 
rationalization  about  why  the  Navy  cannot  stop  flying  Diamond 
Valley,  which  is  one  of  the  most  progressive  and  productive 
ag  lands  in  the  country  and  is  home  to  some  of  the  highest 
producing  mineral  land  in  the  country. 

This  proposal  to  install  threat  emitters 
throughout  central  Nevada  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed 
military  operations  is  totally  unacceptable.  This  is  the 
first  step  to  the  domination  of  our  land  by  the  military. 

The  future  of  our  county  and  rural  Nevada 
depends  on  our  ability  to  attract  business,  to  be  able  to 
utilize  our  airport  and  for  people  to  be  able  to  live  in  our 
county  without  enduring  sonic  booms  and  intrusive 
overflights.  No  temporary  or  permanent  noise  contamination 
should  be  permitted. 

The  Navy  should  cooperate  with  the  other 
services.   This  would  be  expected  in  time  of  war,  to  share 
land-based  resources.  At  the  present  time  the  Navy  and  Air 
Force  control  over  three  million  acres  of  land  in  Nevada,  and 
surely  that  is  enough. 
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The  services  would  better  coordinate  the  use  of 
the  land  and  airspace  that  they  already  control,  rather  than       PHR-7 
expanding  into  other  areas  of  Nevada. 

We  support  the  Navy's  proposal  to  withdraw 
lands  already  contaminated  on  existing  ranges  and  to  withdraw 
buffer  zones  around  those  lands  for  public  health  and  safety 
reasons.   However,  we  recommend  two  conditions: 

One,  additional  contamination  should  occur  only 
on  lands  already  contaminated,  not  on  uncontaminated  lands; 
two,  no  military  activity  should  be  permitted  in  the  buffer 
zones,  so  that  they  will  remain  as  buffers. 

The  Navy  should  not  need  to  come  back  at  some 
later  date  to  request  a  buffer  for  the  buffer.  Because  the 
buffer  land  was  used  for  military  activity. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  talk 
face- to- face  with  you  today.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Sandy  Green. 

We'll  now  here  from  Julie  Butler. 

MS.  BUTLER:   Good  evening.  My  name  is  Julie 
Butler,  B-u-t-1-e-r,  and  I  represent  the  State  of  Nevada. 

Over  the  past  several  years  the  State  has 
followed  closely  the  Navy's  plan  to  withdraw  public  lands  in 
central  Nevada  for  military  use.   In  fact,  the  State  has  long 
participated  in  this  evolving  withdrawal  proposal. 

We  provided  our  first  comments  in  1985,  some  12 
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years  ago.  Most  recently,  we  provided  oral  and  written 
comments  at  the  June  6,  1995,  public  hearing  held  at  the 
Airport  Plaza  Hotel  in  Reno. 

At  the  1995  hearing  we  said  the  State  generally 
supports  the  proposed  withdrawals,  with  the  exception  of  the 
withdrawal  for  the  Bravo  16  bombing  range.   Bravo  16  is 
located  between  the  City  of  Fallon  and  the  Lahontan 
Reservoir.   In  1995  we  said  the  continued  use  of  Bravo  16 
would  increase  ongoing  health  and  safety  threats  for  local 
residents . 

The  restricted  airspace  for  Bravo  16  overlies 
private  residential  property.  To  reach  the  target,  military 
jets  must  fly  low  and  fast  over  homes,  causing  ongoing  noise 
and  safety  hazards . 

Following  our  longstanding  opposition  to  Bravo 
16,  the  State  now  understands  that  the  Navy  is  proposing  to 
reconfigure  the  airspace  to  avoid  residents  in  the  Sheckler 
district . 

We  must  point  out,  however,  that  this  airspace 
change,  which  is  connected  to  the  land  withdrawal,  may  cause 
impacts  to  the  residents  of  the  Walker  River  Indian 
Reservation.   To  assess  those  impacts,  the  Navy  must  comply 
with  the  Presidential  Executive  Order  on  Environmental 
Justice.   This  Order  requires  an  evaluation  of 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or 
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environmental  effects  on  minority  or  low- income  populations. 

Our  review  of  this  EIS  suggests  that  such  an 
assessment  has  not  been  done,  at  least  in  terms  of  defining 
the  potential  cumulative  noise  and  safety  impacts  associated 
with  new  flight  patterns  and  operations  proposed  at  B-16, 
along  with  ongoing  bombing  activities  conducted  at  the  Bravo 
19  range.   Bravo  19  borders  the  reservation  near  Highway  95. 

Meanwhile,  and  regardless  of  the  flight 
approach  to  Bravo  16,  the  State  still  believes  the  long-term 
use  of  B-16  is  inconsistent  with  principles  of  environmental 
quality,  economic  diversification  and  overall  community 
health  for  the  citizens  of  Churchill  County  and  the  Native 
Americans  in  the  region.  We  are  also  disappointed  with  the 
Navy's  decision  not  to  address  the  abandonment  of  Bravo  16  as 
part  of  the  land  withdrawal  proposal . 

In  a  related  matter,  we  do  recognize  the  level 
of  support  enjoyed  by  the  Navy  in  Nevada.   The  State  agrees 
that  significant  economic  benefits  are  generated  by  NAS 
Fallon.  With  this  understanding,  however,  we  continue  to 
disagree  with  the  notion  that  if  the  Navy's  expansion  plans 
are  not  enacted,  then  NAS  Fallon  will  somehow  wither  away  as 
a  major  Naval  training  facility. 

Clearly,  with  the  Congressional  implementation 
of  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  process,  NAS  Fallon  has 
enjoyed  significant  expansion  in  recent  years.   With  this 
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expansion,  however,  the  question  that  remains  is  whether 
growth  at  NAS  Fallon  can  be  accomplished  in  a  sustainable  way 
that  does  not  jeopardize  environmental  quality  in  the  region. 

At  this  point  I  want  to  briefly  discuss  the 
Navy's  proposed  ground- training  program  in  Dixie  Valley  and 
the  controversy  over  the  expansion  of  the  Navy's  threat 
emitter  sites  in  north- central  Nevada. 

As  mentioned  before,  we  do  support  the  Navy's 
land  withdrawals,  where  such  withdrawals  would  expand  bomb 
footprints  to  accommodate  modern  aircraft  and  deployment  of 
new  weapon  systems.   Specifically,  the  withdrawal  of  33,400 
acres  for  the  B-17  and  the  12,200  acres  for  B-19  are  clearly 
warranted  and  should  be  enacted  by  Congress. 

I  am  going  to  ask  your  indulgence  at  this 
point,  since  this  proposal  has  been  going  for  about  12  years. 
I'm  going  to  go  about  six  minutes,  actually,  if  you  would 
permit  me  to  do  that .   Thank  you  very  much . 

We  are,  however,  not  convinced  that  the  Navy 
has  clearly  articulated  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives 
for  the  requested  68,600  acres  in  Dixie  Valley. 

Until  publication  of  this  most  recent  land 
withdrawal  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  State  was 
unaware  of  the  Navy's  planned  use  for  an  expanded  withdrawal 
in  Dixie  Valley.   According  to  the  Navy,  the  68,600  acres 
would  be  used  for  combat  search  and  rescue,  close  air  support 
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and  other  ground- training  operations,  such  as  special -forces 
training. 

These  lands  would  be  managed  through  regulated 
development  programs  operated  by  the  Navy  in  conjunction  with 
the  BLM.   The  lands  would  only  generally  remain  open  for  puR-iA 

public  use.   The  proposal  would  also  consolidate  all  of  the 
lands  that  were  condemned  in  the  Dixie  Valley  area  to 
mitigate  noise  impacts  for  the  Navy's  supersonic  operations 
area. 

The  State  is  concerned  that  the  Dixie  Valley 
withdrawal  was  the  only  alternative  considered  for 
ground- training  activities.  We  note  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  controls  more  than  three  million  acres  in  Nevada. 

We  believe  the  Navy  should  have  evaluated  the 
potential  for  co-use  of  other  military  lands,  such  as  the  ,'PHR 

northern  part  of  the  Nellis  range  for  it's  planned  200 
training  events  per  year.   Had  the  Navy's  plan  for 
development  of  a  ground- training  program  been  disclosed  in 
1995,  the  State  would  have  insisted  that  the  Nellis  range  be 
considered  for  such  an  activity. 

The  State  is  also  unconvinced  that  a 
co-management  program  with  the  BLM  is  workable,  given  the  PHR-I& 

large  number  of  ground- training  events  planned  for  the  Dixie 
Valley  Area. 

In  reference  to  the  electronic  warfare  sites,        |PHR-l7 
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we  agree  with  BLM  that  the  expansion  of  these  sites 
represents  a  permanent  commitment  of  public  lands.   We  also 
contend  that  there  is  a  direct  relationship  between  the 
expansion  of  these  sites  and  the  Navy's  long-term  plan  to 
double  its  existing  airspace  in  the  region. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  does  outline 
the  Navy's  reasonably  foreseeable  airspace  needs,  which 
includes  the  creation  of  the  Diamond,  Duckw'ater  and  Smokey 
Military  Operations  Areas.   The  combined  area  that  these  MOAs 
would  overlie  totals  more  than  10,000  square  miles. 

In  a  related  matter,  I  want  to  point  out  that 
last  October  the  State  of  Nevada  formally  asked  the  Navy  to 
create  a  citizens  advisory  committee  under  the  authority  of 
the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.   We  proposed  establishing 
the  advisory  committee  to  help  the  Navy  involve  the  public  in 
discussing  issues  and  alternatives  concerning  the  Navy's 
desire  to  acquire  additional  public  land  and  airspace  in  the 
region .  *•» ,? 

While  the  Navy  decided  not  to  entertain  this 
proposal,  it  is  worth  noting  that  the  State  has  both 
encouraged  the  development  of  and  has  successfully 
participated  in  the  federal  advisory  board  process  with  other 
agencies  such  as  the  Air  Force,  the  BLM  and  the  Department  of 
Energy . 

In  summary,  we  are  not  convinced  that  the 
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68,600  acres  in  Dixie  Valley  has  been  fully  defined,  and  we 
remain  disappointed  in  the  Navy's  unwillingness  to  address 
the  abandonment  of  the  Bravo  16  bombing  range. 

We  will  submit  written  comments  after  this. 
Thank  you . 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Butler. 

For  the  remaining  of  the  folks  we  call  out,  I'm 
going  to  call  the  person  who  is  next  to  speak  and  the  one  who 
will  be  after  that .   That  way  you  can  prepare  your  notes . 

Now  we  will  hear  from  Heather  Estes,  and  then 
after  her,  Charles  Watson. 

MS.  ESTES:   Good  evening.   My  name  is  Heather 
Estes,  E-s-t-e-s.   I'm  a  County  Commissioner  from  Lander 
County ,  Nevada . 

I  need  to  state  for  the  record,  I'm  not  here 
tonight  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners .   I  am  here 
as  an  individual  commissioner  sharing  comments  and  concerns 
that  I  have  been  getting  from  residents  in  the  southern  end 
of  our  county. 

As  you're  very  much  aware  and  have  been  working 
with  the  residents  around  the  Austin  area,  the  main  concern 
of  those  folks  is  the  airspace  issues:   the  military 
overflights,  the  supersonic  issues  that  we  have  been  dealing 
with. 

I  recognize  the  fact  that  the  proposed  action 
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will  not  create  an  increase  in  total  numbers  of  air 
operation.   I  think  there's  a  trust  issue  here. 

I  think  the  current  residents  in  the  southern 
end  of  Lander  County  are  trying  very  hard  to  work  with  the 
Navy  and  believe  that  strides  are  being  made  to  have  a 
process  in  place  that  can  work  with  residents  in  trying  to 
avoid  future  disturbances,  and  the  trust  is  not  there  that  an 
expanded  area  of  operation  will  not  increase  air  operations. 

So  I  encourage  you  to  continue  your  efforts  as 
far  as  working  with  the  folks  in  that  end  of  the  county.   I'm 
sure  tomorrow  night  in  Fallon  you  will  get  an  earful  from 
individual  residents  in  that  area  and  hope  that  we  can 
resolve  our  issues  as  far  as  working  together,  trying  to  find 
complaint  processes  developed  and  have  a  better  communication 
between  us  and  the  Navy.   Thank  you. 

And  I  do  agree  with  Sandy  Green  from  Eureka 
County  that  these  scoping  meetings  need  to  be  in  the  area 
where  the  residents  are  living.   Certainly,  the  folks  that 
can  come  into  Reno,  they  tie  in  shopping  trips. 

But  most  of  the  residents  have  a  very  hard  time 
coming  this  long  ways.   You  would  get  much  better  comments, 
much  better  public  participation  by  going  to  those  folks 
instead  of  asking  them  to  come  to  you.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Estes. 

You'll  now  hear  from  Charles  Watson,  and  after 
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Mr.  Watson,  Grace  Bukowski. 

MR.  WATSON:   Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
testify.   My  name  is  Charles  S.  Watson,  Jr.,  W-a-t-s-o-n, 
Jr.,  cofounder  and  director  of  the  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation 
Association,  Carson  City. 

On  August  13th  we  addressed  this  hearing,  and  I 
received  a  letter  from  San  Bruno  requesting  that  I  come  to 
this  hearing  and  address  it  again,  so  I'm  doing  so.   I  have  a 
prepared  statement  to  submit . 

For  39  years  we've  been  in  existence.   We  were 
founded  in  1958,  and  we  began  exploring  the  Churchill  County 
area  as  early  as  1959  for  a  number  of  --  and  other  areas  of 
concern  including  --we  had  a  major  concern  about  certain 
wilderness  study  areas  that  were  mandated  by  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act . 

Incidently,  I'm  the  coauthor  of  a  book  "The 
Lands  No  One  Knows, "  which  was  highly  influential  in  the 
enactment  of  FLPMA. 

The  Job  Peak  Wilderness  Study  Area,  we  have  a 
number  of  unique  wonders  in  this  WSA:   the  grand  champion 
largest  and  probably  the  oldest  grove  of  ancient  limber  pine 
found  in  Nevada;  perhaps  the  two  canyons  with  desert -bound 
waterfalls;  extensive  and  threatened  raptor  habitat  in  the 
pinnacles  and  tall  rock  formations  of  the  eastern  area  of 
this  wilderness  study  area,  and  exceptional  exposures  of  the 
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1954  Dixie  Valley  earthquake  fault  deserving  special  status 
as  a  unique  geological  area. 

The  two  other  alternatives,  all  the 
alternatives  in  the  document  --  I'm  not  talking  about  the 
changes  over  here  on  the  bulletin  board,  but  there  are 
serious  admissions  in  the  document  itself,  the  Draft 
document,  which  I  think  makes  this  wholesale,  generic  in 
concert . 

The  document  seems  to  violate  sections  404  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  and  probably  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
in  its  complete  inability  to  examine  wildlife  issues.   On  the 
Turley  Ranch  there  is  endemic  species  of  tui-chub  found  there 
and  no  place  else. 

That ' s  not  mentioned  in  the  document  at  all . 
We  don't  talk  about  eagles.   We  don't  talk  about  any  wildlife 
issues  in  this  document. 

Gentlemen,  that's  illegal. 

There  is  no  discussion  of  the  Gabbs  Valley 
Range  wilderness  study  area  and  the  closure,  the  blocking  of 
such  approaches  as  Cow  and  Deep  Canyon  on  the  west  side  of 
this  WSA. 

The  necessity  for  this  proposed  withdrawal  is 
highly  questionable  given  the  disappearance  of  the  Soviet 
threat.   Clearly,  the  US  Air  Force  in  1990/91  actions  in 
Kuwait  and  Iraq  showed  they  have  sufficient  lands  and 
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airspace  to  carry  out  any  mission  given  the  circumstances 
involving  the  end  of  the  Cold  War. 

The  Navy  did  their  assigned  task  with  no 
evidence  they  were  hampered  by  the  four  million  acres  plus 
that  now  exists  in  DOD  withdrawal  in  the  State  of  Nevada 
alone.   In  the  instance  --we  have  an  instance  of  live 
ordnance  threatening  candidate  areas  or  area  of  critical 
environment  concern,  that  involves  sections'  102 (a)  and  201 (a) 
of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act . 

Both  the  Navy,  Army  and  Air  Force  have 
chronically  abused  the  national  security  rationale  for  these 
unwarranted  seizures  of  environmentally  sensitive  BLM  Public 
Lands  in  the  Great  Basin.   And  those  in  southern  Nevada, 
we're  going  to  have  to  file  a  Freedom  of  Information  Act  to 
determine  110,000  acres  being  sought  down  there. 

I  prefer  to  close  my  statement.   But  I  have 
three  copies  for  your  perusal,  which  I  will  give  to  the 
thing.   Thank  you  very  much  for  allowing  me  to  testify. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Watson. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Grace  Bukowski,  and  then 
following  her,  Tom  Myers. 

MS.  BUKOWSKI:   Hi  everyone.   My  name  is  Grace 
Bukowski.   I'm  here  tonight  representing  the  Rural  Alliance 
Military  Accountability.   We're  a  national  nonprofit 
organization  that ' s  been  keeping  track  of  military  expansion 
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around  the  nation  for  quite  sometime. 

My  first  reaction  to  the  Draft  EIS  was, 
Surprise,  surprise.   All  of  the  sudden  we  have  ground  troops 
and  ground  maneuvers.   We  didn't  have  any  scoping  on  this,  no 
discussions,  no  maps,  no  mention  of  it,  zip,  during  the 
scoping  process. 

And  we  have  no  analysis  of  alternatives  for 
those  ground  maneuvers  can  be  found  in  the  -Draft  EIS .   It's 
going  to  be  here,  or  it's  going  to  be  nowhere.   So  we  look  at 
the  Draft  EIS,  and  we  look  and  we  see  that  they  want  68,000 
acres  for  electronic  warfare  sites  and  ground  maneuvers. 

Well.,  the  ground  maneuvers,  as  they  describe 
them,  we're  talking  about  four  vehicles,  two  helicopters,  15 
personnel.   It  seems  like  quite  a  bit  of  land  to  me  for  that 
type  of  training.  And  they  should  have  analyzed 
alternatives,  including  Nellis  Air  Force  Base. 

We  were  very  disappointed  that  the  Navy  did  not 
address  the  closure  or  relocation  of  Bravo  16,  yet  we  find  in 
the  Draft  EIS  that  they  want  to  withdraw  6,100  acres  because 
off -range  ordnance  on  the  ground  and  for  ground  maneuvers. 

We  now  know  that  the  Navy  wants  to  change  the 
flight  pattern  going  into  Bravo  16.   We,  again,  are  very 
concerned  about  the  impact  to  the  Walker  River  Paiute 
Reservation,  and,  again,  the  Navy  should  comply  with  the 
Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice,  regarding  not  only 
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the  land  withdrawal,  but  the  over- flight  issues  and  the 
impacts  to  that  reservation. 

In  conclusion,  I'm  having  a  real  hard  time 
understanding  what's  going  on  with  the  military  throughout 
the  west.   We  have  the  Berlin  Walls  down.   The  Cold  War  is 
over,  yet  we  have  a  new  bombing  range  in  Idaho.   We  have  an 
expansion  of  the  Newman  Training  Grounds  in  Arizona. 

We  have  a  major  expansion  in  Colorado  called 
the  Colorado  Airspace  Expansion.   We  have  a  330,000  acre 
expansion  at  Fort  Erwin.   We  have  a  new  military  training 
route  and  a  doubling  of  the  Lacine  MOA  in  Utah.   We  have  a 
new  bombing  range  for  the  Germans  in  New  Mexico.   We  have  new 
airspace  expansions  in  Texas. 

What  is  going  on?   I  don't  understand. 

These  are  all  being  done  in  a  piecemeal 
fashion.   No  one  is  taking  an  overall  look  at  what  impact 
this  is  having  on  the  southwest . 

I  believe  that  a  programmatic  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  should  be  prepared  immediately  to  address 
all  of  these  expansions  as  one,  because  there  is  a  plan. 
They  are  linking  all  of  these  ranges,  and  we  are  part  of 
it. 

In  conclusion,  I  also  want  to  say  that  we 
oppose  any  expansion  or  designation  of  land  or  airspace  for 
military  expansion  until  there  is  a  national -needs 
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assessment.   For  such  an  assessment  to  truly  measure  all 
direct  and  indirect  impact  of  these  designations,  we  must 
involve  all  branches  of  the  military,  the  Department  of 
Interior,  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  FAA,  GAO, 
appropriate  state  and  local  government  and  Congress . 

It  is  crucial  that  a  strategy  for  strong  public 
participation,  including  that  of  Native  Americans,  be  [PHR-30 

developed  and  implemented.   Upon  completion,  the 
national -needs  assessment  should  be  released  for  public 
comment  and  review  and  a  series  of  public  hearings  held 
across  the  nation. 

Thank  you  very  much.   I'll  be  submitting 
written  comments . 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Bukowski . 

We'll  now  hear  from  Tom  Myers.  After  Mr.  Myers 
we'll  hear  from  Marjorie  Sill. 

MR.  MYERS:   My  name  is  Tom  Myers,  M-y-e-r-s.   I 
guess  tonight  I'm  primarily  going  to  speak  for  myself.   I 
will  submit  comments  for  an  organization  or  two  prior  to  the 
end  of  the  comment  period .   I  don ' t  have  any  really  good 
prepared  comments  here,  so  I'm  just  going  to  ramble  a  little       PHR-SI 
bit. 

I  fully  agreed  with  just  about  everything  Grace 
just  said.   Although,  I  don't  really  feel  qualified  to 
comment  on  the  military  mission.   It  is  probably  something  I 
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should  take  up  with  my  politicians,  rather  than  you  guys,  but 
I  do  agree  with  the  questions  Grace  was  just  raising. 

The  first  comment  I  have  with  regards  to  EIS, 
the  maps  in  EIS  stink.   I  mean,  it's  really  hard  to  tell 
where  we're  at  here.  Unless  I  pull  out  a  map,  a  topographic 
map  with  townships  and  ranges  and  sections  on  it,  it's  really 
hard  to  see  what  I'm  looking  at,  because  the  base  map  to  all 
of  the  different,  all  the  different  maps  in  the  EIS  just  show 
sections  and  ranges  with  a  couple  of  roads  and  I  think  the 
Stillwater  Wetlands  area. 

It's  really  hard  to  determine  exactly  what  I'm 
looking  at.   It  would  be  good  to  see  some  mountain  outlines, 
for  example. 

I  question  the  proximity  of  the  Clan  Alpine 
Range  to  the  Dixie  Valley.   In  other  words,  you  show 
something  called  the  Louderback  Mountains  between  Dixie 
Valley  and  the  Clan  Alpine. 

That's  very,  very  small  and  almost    <».?- 
inconsequential.   It  makes  us  feel  like  we're  much  further 
away  from  the  Clan  Alpines,  which  is  a  very  significant 
area.   So  the  maps  are  kind  of  misleading. 

I'm  concerned  about  the  withdrawals  of  land 
near  the  wilderness  study  areas.   The  map  back  there  talks 
about  the  Job  Peak  area. 

I  think  that  in  the  EIS  you  need  to  address 
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impact  on  not  only  Job  Peak,  but  also  Stillwater,  Clan  Alpine 
and  maybe  the  impact  of  airspace  on  some  of  the  other  WSAs, 
for  example,  the  Desatoyas.   I  know  from  experience  there  is 
a  lot  of  impact  on  the  Desatoyas . 

As  Charlie  Watson  mentioned,  there  is  not  much 
discussion  on  the  impact  of  wildlife.   It  would  be  good  to 
see  how  these  withdrawals  impact,  especially  sheep.   I 
believe  there's  some  sheep  in  a  couple  of  these  different 
ranges.   I  think  it  would  be  good  to  see  --  I  know  there  are 
in  the  Desatoyas,  and  I  think  there  are  closer.   But  it  would 
be  good  to  take  a  look  at  that . 

I  guess  I  would  like  to  wonder  why  the  category 
B  land  needs  to  be  withdrawn  at  all.   I  mean,  it  seems  like 
this  will  cut  down  on  the  access,  like  the  Horse  Canyon  on 
the  west  side  of  the  Clan  Alpines.  Also  I  question  how  we'll 
be  able  to  access  the  east  side  of  the  Stillwaters. 

I  guess  until  I  came  tonight  I  only  skimmed  the 
EIS.   I  hadn't  even  read  much  about  the  ground  maneuvers.*  I 
would  be  concerned  as  well  about  the  ground  maneuvers  in  the 
Dixie  Valley. 

I  guess  with  that  I  will  close.   I  really  don't 
--  like  I  said,  I  didn't  have  very  much  prepared  to  say.   So 
I  will  submit  additional  comments  later.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Myers. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Marjorie  Sill,  and  after 
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her  --  forgive  me  if  I  slaughter  your  name  --  Norvi  Enns  will 
be  after  Marjorie  Sill. 

MS.  SILL:   My  name  is  Marjorie  Sill, 
S-i-1-1.   I  am  representing  tonight  the  Toiyabe  Chapter  of 
the  Sierra  Club.   We  have  4200  members  in  Nevada  and  eastern 
California. 

I  testified  at  the  scoping  hearing  at  the 
Airport  Plaza.   However,  I  did  not  receive  "a  Draft  EIS.   I 
did  call  Mr.  Dennis's  office  and  ask  him  to  send  me  one.   I 
still  did  not  receive  a  Draft  EIS,  and  I  borrowed  one  from  a 
friend  this  morning  and  read  it  for  an  hour. 

So  I  can  only  speak  to  a  limited  amount  of 
information,  what  I  was  able  to  peruse  in  an  hour  in  this 
complicated  document.   However,  I  will  be  submitting  written 
comments,  if  I  can  have  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIS,  please. 

I  also  made  comments  about  the  fact  that  we 
need  a  citizen  participation  group,  and  I  think  I  wrote  twice 
to  the  Commander  about  this .  And  I  received  an  answer  to  my 
first  letter,  which  I  thought  was  unsatisfactory. 

I  did  not  receive  an  answer  to  my  second 
letter,  and  I  still  think  that  public  participation  is  the 
way  to  go.   Because  whether  we  like  it  or  not,  I  firmly 
believe  that  the  Navy  are  the  servants  of  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  and  we  are  the  important  people. 

I  see  no  reason  for  the  Category  B  lands  to  be 
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withdrawn  at  all.   The  BLM  can  continue  to  manage  these  lands 
if  all  of  the  activities  can  take  place,  with  the  exception 
of  building  a  50-foot  tower.   There  aren't  many  50-foot 
towers  built  on  BLM  lands,  and  the  BLM  can  say,  Don't  build 
any  50-foot  towers. 

If  you  leave  the  authority  for  the  Category  B 
lands  with  the  BLM,  I  think  most  of  us  would  feel  a  lot  more 
secure  that  additional  lands,  our  public  lands,  our 
multiple-use  public  lands  would  not  be  taken  over. 

I  would  also  --  I  am  also  concerned.   I  notice 
that  your  alternative  to  --  which  is  your  preferred 
alternative,  did  drop  the  withdrawal  of  the  Job  Peak 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  which  is  listed  in  Alternative  1.   But 
the  boundaries  of  your  withdrawal  are  extremely  close  to  that 
area. 

And  the  primary  interest  of  the  Sierra  Club  in 
public  lands  is  wilderness,  recreation,  wildlife.   I  think 
that  is  much  better  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management .  Thank  you . 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Sill. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Norvi  Enns,  E-n-n-s,  and 
then  Gail  Chud  after  Mr.  Enns. 

MR .  ENNS :  Yes .  I'm  Norvi  Enns ,  member  of  the 
Reno  Gem  and  Mineral  Club  and  also  on  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  the  California  Mineralogical  Society. 
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day 


We've  estimated  there's  probably  1500  mandates 
spent  in  that  area  collecting  gemstones,  petrified  wood,  and 
we'd  like  to  see  that  Category  B  area  kept  open.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Enns . 

We'll  now  hear  from  Gail  Chud,  and  after  that 
Clyde  Porter. 

MS.  CHUD:   I'll  speak  from  here.   I  must  have 
checked  the  wrong  box,  because  I  didn't  intend  to  speak.   I 
am  just  totally  and  adamantly  opposed  to  this  withdrawal 
because  I  think  it's  unnecessary. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Chud. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Clyde  Porter,  and  after 
Mr.  Porter,  Mr.  Dale  Ryan. 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:   Mr.  Porter  had  to  leave. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   We'll  hear  from 
Mr.  Dale  Ryan,  and  then  after  that  Vernon  Brechin. 

MR.  RYAN:   Yes.   My  name  is  Dale  Ryan.   It's 
R-y-a-n.   I'm  representing  the  National  Pony  Express 
Association  and  the  American  Discovery  Trial.   I'm  the  Nevada 
coordinator  for  the  Nevada  Discovery  Trail . 

We're  concerned  about  the  accuracy  of  the  map 
and  where  it  shows  the  Pony  Express  Trail.   In  the  1861  land 
survey,  it  appears  to  us  it  goes  across  Bravo  16,  the  tail 
end  of  Bravo  16 . 

The  other  thing  the  map  doesn't  show  on  the 
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Pony  Express  Trail,  the  reach  between  Faraway  Site  and  the 
Stillwater  section,   it  doesn't  show  on  the  map  there,  which 
is  not  at  this  present  time,  the  Pony  Express  Association 
doesn't  use  that  trail,  but  it  is  part  of  the  National 
Historic  Trail . 

The  other  thing  is,  we  do  appreciate  the  fact 
the  Navy's  desire  to  work  with  us  and  become  a  good  neighbor 
in  such  allowing  the  continuation  of  the  Pony  Express  route. 
One  of  the  things  we're  most  concerned  about  is  that  there  be 
an  adequately  safe  trail  across  or  around  the  lands. 

And  we  would  like  to  have  it  marked  for  the 
safety  of  the  people  that  are  going  to  traverse  this  trail, 
not  only  the  organized  people,  but  the  people  that  are 
traveling  the  trail  as  individuals  of  such.   Particularly 
with  the  interest  of  the  ordnance  and  such  around  there.   It 
needs  to  be  marked  for  some  distance  preceding  in  and  out  of 
those  areas . 

One  of  the  other  things  we ' re  real  concerned 
about  is,  how  come  the  Navy  wasn't  there  137  years  ago  to 
help  the  keep  the  Pony  Express  alive?  It  would  have  been 
really  appreciated^ 

In  summary,  we  would  like  to  work  very  much 
with  you  in  adjusting  these  maps  and  recognizing  the 
alignment  of  the  trail,  and  that  concludes  my  speech  on  this. 
Thank  you. 
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LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Ryan. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Vernon  Brechin,  and  then 
Wendell  Alcorn. 

MR.  BRECHIN:   My  name  is  Vernon  Brechin, 
B-r-e-c-h-i-n.   I  live  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Silicon 
Valley  and  came  up  here  to  comment  on  NAS  Fallon's 
everlasting  and  renamed  Master  Land  Withdrawal . 

I  have  spent  several  years  reviewing  various 
federal  EIS  reports,  and  this  report  is  consistent  with  many 
of  the  others .   It  does  function  to  promote  the  desires  of 
the  lead  agency  NAS  Fallon,  while  treating  the  natural 
environment  as  if  it  were  a  well -understood  technological 
machine . 

According  to  Appendix  A,  the  latest  round  of 
this  withdrawal  process  started  in  1981  with  the  Range  Air 
Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  Study.   Since  then  two  major 
EIS  studies  have  taken  place,  and  then  been  shelved  before 
being  finalized. 

How  much  has  been  spent  on  these  terminated 
studies  during  the  intervening  16  years,  and  who  is  held 
responsible  for  the  massive  waste  of  the  public  funds  and 
time? 

Perhaps  the  military  figures  have  the  resources 
to  outmaneuver  those  members  of  the  public  who  oppose  its 
expansion  plans.   The  primary  reason  I  came  here  has  to  do 
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with  an  aspect  of  the  proposed  withdrawal,  which  was 
described  in  four  words  in  the  existing  environment  section 
of  the  several-pound  Draft  EIS  document. 

Many  of  the  people  here  have  looked  at  the 
displays  in  this  room  and  have  even  spent  dozens  of  hours 
reviewing  the  archaic  EIS  report. 

Please  raise  your  hand  if  you  remember  seeing 
anything  concerning  the  burial  of  several  pounds  of  nuclear 
waste  materials  at  one  of  these  sites? 

Okay.   I  suggest  that  almost  no  one  knows  about 
this  rather  significant  fact,  because  the  Navy  is  much  more 
interested  in  protecting  itself  from  potential  liability  than 
it  is  in  protecting  the  environment  and  the  American  people. 

In  1963  the  DOD,  not  the  AEC,  conducted  an 
underground  nuclear  explosion  test  at  a  depth  of  1205  feet 
that  yielded  12.5  kilotons  of  energy  or  80  percent  of  the 
energy  released  by  the  explosion  over  Hiroshima,  Japan.  •  This 
left  something  like  a  million  curies  of  radioactivity  below 
the  Schol  Site,  a  site  which  is  named  after  the  explosion 
code  name . 

The  deposited  radionuclides  is  likely  to 
contain  around  2.5  kilograms  of  plutonian,  which  will  remain 
a  potential  hazard  for  around  a  million  years.   In  the  DEIS 
section  dealing  with  existing  land  uses  at  the  Schol  Site  no 
mention  is  made  about  the  ongoing  and  very  expensive 
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groundwater  monitoring  program  costing  over  a  million 
dollars. 

I  believe  the  DOE  considers  the  Schol  Site  to 
be  a  major  thorn  in  its  side  and  would  love  the  Navy  to  take 
over  the  enormous  potential  liabilities  associated  with  the 
site.   Even  though  the  DEIS  indicates  that  the  Navy  consulted 
with  the  DOE,  there  are  no  DOE  references  in  the  reference 
section  of  the  document . 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Brechin. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Mr.  Wendell  Alcorn,  and 
then  after  him,  Frank  Lewis. 

MR.  ALCORN:   Good  evening.   I'm  Wendell  Alcorn, 
A-1-c-o-r-n.   I  represent  the  Sierra  Nevada  Squadron  of  the 
Association  of  Naval  Aviation.   I  most  strongly  voice  my 
support  for  Alternative  2  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands  for  range  safety 
and  training  purposes  at  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon,  Nevada. 

National  defense  is  an  issue  of  critical 
concern  to  US  citizens.  A  primary  objective  of  our  federal 
government  is  to  provide  for  secure  borders.  Unless  this 
objective  is  fulfilled,  all  other  aspirations  of  the  American 
people  are  in  jeopardy. 

The  aviation  arm  of  the  US  Navy  is  most  often 
the  first  to  be  called  to  respond  to  crises  around  the  world. 
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The  Fallon  Training  Range  Complex  is  the  keystone  for 
assuring  Naval  aviation  forces  are  prepared  to  meet  any 
challenge.   Our  US  Navy  must  be  provided  the  means  to  train 
for  today's  threat  and  to  be  able  to  adapt  to 
rapidly- changing  technology,  which  will  bring  even  more 
f ormable  threats  to  our  fighting  forces . 

Millions  of  taxpayer  dollars  have  been  spent  in 
developing  the  NAS  Fallon  Training  Range  Complex,  one  of  the 
most  sophisticated  and  effective  training  complexes  in  the 
world.   The  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Act  of  1993 
recognized  the  importance  of  NAS  Fallon  and  transferred 
numerous  functions  from  other  bases  to  Fallon. 

The  entire  Nevada  Congressional  Delegation 
supports  these  actions.  This  land  withdrawal  is  necessary  to 
achieve  maximum  effectiveness  for  our  tax  dollars  spent  and 
to  accommodate  the  base  realignment  functions . 

The  current  target  complex  at  NAS  Fallon  was 
withdrawn  in  1953  and  was  designated  to  accommodate  World  War 
II  and  Korean  vintage  aircraft  attackers.   The  Navy  has  done 
a  terrific  job  adapting  modern  jet  aircraft  into  this 
confined  space,  and  the  results  of  the  training  and 
preparation  of  our  Naval  aviation  forces  was  amply 
demonstrated  in  the  Persian  Gulf  War. 

The  point  has  come  that  the  current  Fallon 
ranges  can  no  longer  support  the  training  scenarios  that 
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would  prepare  our  fighting  men  and  women  for  the  21st  century 
demands . 

In  the  mid-1960s  the  Navy  showed  its  good  faith 
by  returning  over  800,000  acres  to  the  public  domain  when  it 
was  no  longer  deemed  necessary  for  Navy  training  functions. 
I  am  convinced  the  same  good  faith  reasoning  stands  behind 
this  requested  withdrawal,  and  the  need  truly  exists  for  the 
additional  125,000  acres. 

On  a  much  more  personal  note,  I  was  one  of  the 
people  who  went  into  combat  in  North  Vietnam  in  1965  without 
the  assistance  of  the  training  facility  like  NAS  Fallon.   I 
spent  seven  and  a  half  years  in  the  jails  of  North  Vietnam 
and  largely  because  we  did  not  have  the  knowledge,  we  did  not 
go  into  combat  nearly  as  well  prepared  as  what  our  men  and 
women  do  today  after  their  training  at  NAS  Fallon. 

I  would  contend  that  those  who  disagree  with 
this  land  withdrawal  would  perhaps  be  putting  more  emphasis 
on,  as  we've  heard,  the  tui-chub  than  they  would  on  the 
safety  and  combat  effectiveness  of  our  Naval  forces. 

The  State  of  Nevada  has  historically  supported 
the  needs  for  our  military  forces.   The  need  for  a  strong 
Navy  exists  as  much  today  as  ever  in  the  history  of  our 
country . 

It  is  time  to  move  forward  on  this  issue.   This 
has  languished  and  froze  in  controversy  too  long.   This  is 
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the  time  to  support  Alternative  2  of  this  Draft  EIS .   Thank 
you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Alcorn. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Frank  Lewis,  and  then  after 
Mr.  Lewis,  Melissa  Smith. 

MR.  LEWIS:   My  name  is  Frank  Lewis,  L-e-w-i-s. 
I  live  in  Reno,  Nevada.   And  I  find  this  Environmental 
Statement  is  inadequate  where  people ' s  private  property 
access  is  taken  away  from  them,  and  the  statements  in  this 
document  do  not  address  such  things . 

I  own  property  in  Fairview,  patent -deeded 
property.   I  own  patent-deeded  property  in  Wonder,  and  I  own 
Water  Right  Number  Six  of  the  State  of  Nevada  on  the  Horse 
Creek  Ranch. 

None  of  those  things  are  addressed  as  to  when  a 
person  might  receive  compensation  for  the  property  that ■ s 
been  taken  away  from  people  like  myself.  And  I'm  not  the 
only  one.   There  are  a  lot  of  people  involved,  40  or  50 
people  at  least,  whose  property  access  has  been  taken  away 
from  them. 

And  the  only  property  right  they  have  left  is 
the  right  to  pay  taxes  to  the  Churchill  County.   I  don't 
think  any  withdrawal  should  take  place  until  the  private 
parcels  of  land  in  these  areas  are  purchased  and  paid  for  in 
a  fair  and  honest  fashion. 
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I  don't  think  that  this  Category  B  is 
necessary.   And  the  problem  is  that  once  it's  Category  B,  it 
will  soon  be  Category  A.   That's  the  way  it  goes. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  listening  to  me. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Lewis. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Melissa  Smith,  and  after 
Miss  Smith,  Lois  Frazier. 

MS.  SMITH:   My  name  is  Melissa  Smith, 
S-m-i-t-h. 

Greetings. 

Greetings,  Commander. 

I  do  have  in  concerns  regarding  DEIS  for  the 
proposed  Master  Land  Withdrawal  for  NAS  Fallon.  Very 
briefly,  I  do  have  a  friend  who  I  asked  point  blank  if  this 
land  withdrawal  was  absolutely  necessary,  was  the  range 
adequate  at  this  time. 

And  he  said,  Yes,  this  range  is  adequate  at 
this  time  for  our  needs  in  the  future,  because  Desert  Storm 
sent  over  something  like  4,000  body  bags  and  a  hundred  or  so 
were  used.   It's  because  of  the  training,  the  excellent 
training  that  has  been  done  at  NAS  Fallon. 

Meanwhile,  I  would  like  to  complain  that  while 
you  want  to  withdraw  quite  a  bit  of  land  around  Sheckler 
Reservoir,  it's  only  a  reservoir.   TCID  fills  it  every  year, 
except  during  drought  years . 

SIERRA  NEVADA  REPORTERS  -  (702)  329-6560 


PHR-4& 


P4R-4-7 


PHR-48 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


63 

Sheckler  is  not  only  used  for  irrigation.   Many 
migratory  birds  use  this  area  for  flying  to  and  from  where 
they  migrate  from.   Changing  the  management  of  Sheckler  could 
lead  to  a  dry  reservoir,  or  worse,  a  contaminated  reservoir. 

The  seepage  from  Sheckler  feeds  many  wells  in 
the  Sheckler  District.   The  groundwater  movement  has  not  been 
studied  at  all.  Not  a  word  of  it  is  in  this  Draft  EIS. 

This  year  during  the  floods  in  January,  Bravo 
16  was  flooded.   Okay.   The  water,  granted,  went  to  Highway 
95,  but  it  could  possibly  affect  the  wells  in  the  Sheckler 
District . 

Many  new  home sites  are  being  developed  around 
this  reservoir,  i.e.,  Fallon  Way.   Some  are  10  acres,  all 
with  a  well,  all  with  septic.  A  groundwater  study  is  very- 
important  for  this  area. 

To  the  east  of  Sheckler  is  the  Carson  Lake 
area.   To  the  northeast  is  Stillwater  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.   These  areas  have  been  designated  as  part  of  the 
Western  Hemispheric  Shore  Bird  Reserve  Network.  Though 
Sheckler  reservoir  is  not  included,  the  passing  birds  do  not ' 
know  this  and  stop  there. 

One  bird  in  particular  that  is  mentioned  in  the 
back  of  the  book  but  not  in  the  specific  areas  is  the 
Loggerhead  Shrike.   It's  a  very  beautiful  bird,  but  it ' s  a 
very  shy  bird.   It's  very  hard  to  spot  and  to  study.   This 
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bird  would  not  be  compatible  with  any  ground  exercises 
whatsoever. 

Migratory  birds  do  use  all  of  the  watering 
areas.   It's  most  important  to  keep  these  areas  available  to 
them.   One  must  keep  in  mind,  some  of  these  birds  fly  well 
above  some  of  these  areas,  such  as  the  American  White 
Pelican,  gulls  and  like  the  Turkey  Vultures. 

I  have  seen  very  large  birds  "in  Dixie  Valley, 
Gabbs  Valley,  above  Allen  Springs,  Red  Mountain,  et  cetera. 
They're  all  through  this  area.   The  continuation  of  jet 
overflights  in  the  Sheckler/Carson  Lake  area  jeopardizes 
birds,  as  well  as  your  pilots. 

The  Navy  has  stated  it  does  not  need  to 
withdraw  all  the  lands  around  Bravo  16,  yet  this  still  shows 
in  the  DEIS.   Why? 

Would  the  Navy  use  this  land  for  ground 
exercises?  What  kind  of  fire  protection  would  you  provide? 
What  kind  of  litter  control  would  be  used  for  pocket  flares 
and  ammo?  What  would  the  people  along  Helen's  Way  think 
about  it? 

Okay.   30  seconds. 

Chaff,  nothing  has  been  mentioned  yet  about 
chaff.   I  counted  nine  studies.   One  from  the  Naval  Research 
Lab  1995,  which  says  it  is  harmful. 

Folks,  I'd  like  to  see  a  copy  of  this,  if 
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possible. 

I  will  go  on,  but  my  time  is  pretty  much  out. 
I  do  want  to  ask  about  air  expansion  map.   I  don't  see  one  in 
the  room. 

Also,  very  briefly,  the  Desert  Research 
Institute  has  ongoing  water  studies  of  the  Schol  Site. 
They ' re  monitoring  the  ground  movement ,  the  water  movement 
because  of  the  nuclear  explosions . 

And  I  very  strongly  suggest  that  we  do  take  the 
no-action  alternative.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Smith,  and 
if  you'd  turn  any  of  your  additional  comments  in  to  the  .court 
reporter,  we'll  make  sure  they  get  into  the  record. 

We'll  next  hear  from  Lois  Frazier,  and  then 
Jerry  Lowery. 

MS.  FRAZIER:  My  name  is  Lois  Frazier, 
F-r-a-z-i-e-r.   I've  heard  some  very  verbal  speakers.   I'm 
speaking  without  notes.   I'm  representing  my  progeny,  who  are 
native  Nevadans,  my  three-year-old  grandson  and  my 
16 -year- old  grandson. 

I  would  like  to  believe  that  they're  going  to 
have  the  same  opportunity  to  know  Nevada  that  I've  had,  and 
that  includes  the  boondocks,  those  places  that  a  lot  of 
people  view  as  vast  nothingness,  and  that  many  of  us  Nevadans 
view  as  vast  some thingness . 

SIERRA  NEVADA  REPORTERS  -  (702)  329-6560 


PHR-55 


pHR-56 


pHR-57 


PUR- 58 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


66 

I  don't  know  the  ins  and  outs  of  your 
technology.   I  don't  know  the  ins  and  outs  of  Navy  needs. 

I  know  an  awfully  lot  of  people  in  Millgate, 
all  nine  of  them.   I  know  a  lot  of  people  in  Austin.   I  know 
a  lot  of  people  in  Gabbs .   I  read  the  media. 

And  I  feel  --  and  I'm  talking  emotionally.   I'm 
not  trying  to  talk  like  these  other  people  have  talked.   I 
feel  that  the  Navy  has  come  in  and  has  the  attitude  of  a 
bunch  of  city  slickers  who  consider  us  country  -- 
whatever . 

I  think  that  you  have  shown  very  little  respect 
for  the  rights  of  the  people  whom  you  have  sonic -boomed.   I 
know  people  who  have  lost  a  lot  of  money.   I  know  that  if  my 
children  came  to  your  residences  and  through  rocks  and  broke 
windows,  if  they  had  sledge  hammers  and  cracked  your  walls, 
either  I  pay  up  or  I  get  sued. 

I  don't  think  that's  been  happening  with  the 
Navy.   I  feel  that  you  have  had  very  little  regard  for  the 
people  of  Nevada  and  the  people  whose  properties  you  have 
damaged.   I  think  your  public  relations  is  lousy.   I  think 
that  barbecues  is  helping,  but  they're  not  doing  the  job. 

I'd  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you 
for  letting  me,  as  an  insignificant  mosquito,  try  to  bite  the 
butt  of  an  elephant.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Frazier. 
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We'll  now  hear  from  Jerry  Lowery,  and  after 
Mr.  Lowery,  Minor  Kelso. 

MR.  LOWERY:   I'm  Jerry  Lowery,  L-o-w-e-r-y, 
formerly  of  Millgate,  Nevada.  My  folks  still  live  there. 

My  concern  is  the  amount  of  property  or  the 
land  that's  required  by  the  different  agencies,  the  Air 
Force,  the  Navy,  Army.   I've  heard  somewhere  between  4,688 
square  miles  to  somewhere  between  there  and"  6,250  square 
miles.   Kuwait  is  less  than  that,  and  you  kicked  their  butts. 

Why  do  you  need  more  property  in  Nevada? 

You  want  to  add  more..  I  think  it's  just  way 
too  much  more.   You  did  in  Kuwait  to  that  country  in  less 
time  than  I  think  is  necessary  for  this  country.   I  don't 
think  you  need  that  much  room  in  one  state  equal  to  what  you 
did  in  one  country. 

My  biggest  concern,  though,  is  wildlife.   I 
don't  think  there's  been  enough  consideration  for  the  access 
to  guzzlers  along  the  Clan  Alpine  Range,  along  Fairview 
Mountain.   You've  cut  access  to  hunters. 

I  don't  think  that  --  without  compensation,  I 
don't  think  --  going  back  to  my  folks'  place  out  there,  that 
property  has  been  devalued  because  of  your  very  presence  in 
the  area.   I  think  those  are  my  main  issues.  Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Lowery. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Minor  Kelso,  and  then  from 
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Carl  Peterson. 

MR.  KELSO:   My  name  is  Minor  Kelso,  spelled 
K-e-1-s-o.   I'm  satisfied  the  in  depth  impact  studies  were 
conducted  concerning  the  area  in  question.   Nothing  was 
disclosed  that  precludes  the  expansion. 

Expanded  Navy  mission  at  Fallon  demands 
expansion.  Nothing  in  the  foreseeable  future  indicates  a 
lesser  need  for  a  well-trained  Naval  Air  Force. 

Conclusion:   The  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station 
should  be  provided  the  necessary  training  area,  the 
additional  127,000. 

I  might  add  that  the  Navy's  needs  is  for  all  of 
us.  Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Kelso. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Carl  Peterson,  and  then 
from  Donald  --  I'm  going  to  spell  this  last  name,  Ten  Eyck, 
T-e-n-e-y-c-k 

MR.  PETERSON:  My  name  is  Carl  Robert  Peterson. 
My  last  name  is  P-e-t-e-r-s-o-n.  I  live  in  Reno.  I've  lived 
here  since  1932.  I  served  three  years  in  the  Marine  Corps.  I 
spent  most  of  my  time  on  an  aircraft  carrier,  the  Bon  Homme. 

What  I'm  saying  is,  the  Navy  has  to  have  the 
finest  training.   Many  of  these  people  here  are  not  familiar 
with  the  ocean.   When  those  aircraft  carriers  are  out  there, 
those  pilots  have  to  have  the  finest  training.   If  they 
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don't,  they  don't  get  back  from  those  carriers. 

A  lot  of  people  aren't  aware  that  when  those 
carriers  are  out  there,  they're  out  there  for  months  at  a 
time.  When  I  was  out  there  with  them,  I  saw  many  hundreds 
and  hundreds  and  thousands  of  airplane  takeoff s  and  landings, 
and  a  lot  of  them  landed  in  the  ocean. 

A  lot  of  men  were  killed,  and  a  lot  of  pilots. 
We  owe  it  to  them  and  the  Navy  to  have  the  "best  Naval  Air 
Station  in  the  United  States,  and  that's  Fallon  Nevada. 
Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Peterson. 

We'll  now  hear  from  Donald  Ten  Eyck,  and  then 
Lee  Carter. 

MR.  TEN  EYCK:   My  name  is  Donald  Ten  Eyck, 
spelled  T-e-n,  capital  E-y-c-k.   My  comments  will  be  brief 
because  I  will  mail  written  comments  to  the  address  provided. 

I  support  the  Navy's  requested  land  withdrawal. 
I  understand  that  the  Navy  has  been  requesting  additional 
land  for  training  for  over  12  years.   It  is  now  time  to 
approve ■ their  request . 

It  is  also  my  understanding  that  NAS  Fallon  has 
been  addressing  the  problems  of  their  neighbors  in  Churchill 
County  and  will  continue  to  do  so.   It  is  very  important  to 
me  that  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  pilots  have  the  best  possible 
training  facility  as  possible,  and  that  the  land  withdrawal 
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will  help  protect  the  public. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Ten  Eyck. 

We'll  hear  from  Mr.  Lee  Carter,  and  then 
Christina  Graf . 

MR.  CARTER:   I  had  written  no  on  mine.   I'm  Lee 
Carter. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Yes,  sir.  "  Do  you  just  wish 
to  submit  written  comments? 

MR.  CARTER:   I  have. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   All  right.   Thank  you. 

Christina  Graf,  you  said  you  wished  to  speak 
this  evening.   Graf,  G-r-a-f? 

Okay.  We  have  another  request  from  Craig  Bell. 

MR.  BELL:   My  name  is  Craig  Bell,  B-e-1-1.   I'm 
presently  the  President  of  the  Reno  Counsel  of  the  Navy 
League.   I've  served  as  a  department  head  on  one  of  the 
carriers  during  the  Vietnam  War. 

And  I'd  like  to  highly  endorse  what's  going  on 
here,  as  far  as  the  Navy.   I  think  it's  been  a  well-studied 
procedure  that  they've  gone  through.  They've  bent  over 
backwards  to  accommodate  the  people  that  can  voice  an  opinion 
on  this. 

When  we  ask  our  young  men  and  women  in  this  day 
and  age  of  very  technical  warfare  to  go  in  harm's  way,  we  owe 

SIERRA  NEVADA  REPORTERS  -  (702)  329-6560 


PHR-M 


PHR-&5 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


71 

them  only  the  very  best.  And  I  think  this  expansion  will 
help  provide  that.   Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bell. 

We'll  now  hear  comments  from  Christine  Smith. 

MS.  SMITH:  Boy,  that  was  fast.   I  just  handed 
in  my  paper. 

Although  I  have  a  number  of  written  comments 
that  I'm  going  to  submit,  I  wanted  to  take  'the  opportunity  to 
read  a  couple  of  them. 

Captain  Ronnie,  you  mentioned  earlier  this 
evening  that  these  mitigations  would  be  taken  care  of  when  it 
came  to  the  grazing,  water  rights  and  the  oil  and  gas  lease, 
but  it  doesn't  really  say  how  it's  going  to  be  taken  care  of 
in  the  Draft  EIS . 

I'm  strongly  opposed  to  the  concept  that 
adverse  impacts  to  mining,  grazing,  water  rights,  and  the  oil 
and  gas  lease  are  immitigable,  as  it  says  in  the  DEIS.   The 
Navy's  proposed  mitigation  is  vague. 

The  Navy  should  assess  the  potential  adverse 
impact  to  effected  minors  and  ranchers  and  oil  and  gas  lease 
holders  and  water  rights  holders,  and  include  compensation  as 
part  of  mitigation.  A  plan  for  compensating  effected  miners, 
ranchers,  et  cetera,  should  be  included  in  the  final 
draft . 

Thank  you.   That  takes  care  of  it. 
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LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Miss  Smith. 
That  concludes  the  cards  that  were  turned  in 

Oh,  we  have  another  card? 

MS.  STRICKLAND:   Not  a  card,  just  a  request  to 


speak . 


LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Since  we've  finished  with 
the  people  who  have  turned  in  cards,  you  may  speak.   We're 
still  going  to  hold  everybody  subject  to  the  three-minute 
rule.   That  way  if  there's  other  people  that  want  to  speak, 
they'll  have  an  opportunity. 

If  you  would  please,  since  I  don't  have  a  card 
for  you,  state  your  name  and  spell  your  last  name  and  what 
group  you're  representing  or  what  community  you're  from. 

MS.  STRICKLAND:   My  name  is  Rose  Strickland.   I 
live  in  Reno,  Nevada,  and  I  represent  myself.  Good  evening. 
Thank  you  very  much  for  holding  this  hearing  in  Reno 
tonight . 

Much  of  the  recreational  use  of  the  area 
proposed  for  withdrawal  comes  from  Nevada ' s  urban  areas .   I 
will  submit  written  comments,  but  I  wanted  to  have  a  few  oral 
comments  tonight  based  on  my  sketchy  review  so  far  of  the 
EIS. 

I  may  be  the  only  one  in  the  room,  but  I 
actually  opposed  withdrawal  of  areas  contaminated  with 
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ordnance.   I  believe  this  is  a  negative  incentive  for  good  i 
stewardship  of  land. 

It's  an  incentive  for  the  Navy  to  keep  on 
expanding  areas  contaminated  with  ordnance  outside  of  its 
ranges.   I  think  instead  that  the  Navy  should  clean  up  the 
contaminated  areas  and  return  them  to  public  multiple  uses. 

I  was  a  little  confused  about  how  dangerous 
these  areas  are,  because  I  think  I  read  in  "the  EIS  that  some 
of  these  areas  will  be  used  for  military  ground  activities. 
I  don't  want  Navy  guys  out  there  if  they're  dangerous  either. 
If  they're  too  dangerous  for  the  public,  they're  too 
dangerous  for  the  military  to  use  on  the  ground. 

I  believe  that  the  joint  management  of  the 
areas  with  the  BLM  is  unworkable.  BLM  has  a  multiple-use 
mandate,  and  the  Navy  has  its  own  military  mandate. 

It's  difficult  to  mesh  --  I  know  it's  difficult 
to  mesh  both  of  these  missions.  What  I  would  recommend  is 
that  the  Navy  follow  through  and  appoint  a  citizen  advisory 
committee,  because  a  citizen  advisory  committee  could  help 
accommodate  both  missions. 

Also  the  BLM  has  a  resource  advisory  committee 
made  up  of  a  broad  spectrum  of  public  land  users.   Naval 
needs,  military  needs  could  be  brought  in  front  of  the 
resource  advisory  committee  too.   And  certainly  the  Navy 
could  conduct  its  activities  under  special -use  permits,  the 
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same  as  anybody  else  who  wants  to  do  special  activities  on 
public  lands. 

In  terms  of  public  health  and  safety,  the 
withdrawal  is  proposed  for  this  purpose,  I  would  prefer  that 
the  Navy  work  on  preventing  sonic  booms  over  Austin  and  other 
inhabited  areas,  as  well  as  reduce  the  impact  of  very  low, 
on-the-deck  flights  over  the  rest  of  the  public  lands,  which 
is  very  intimidating  for  those  of  us  who  are  out  there  on  the 
land,  especially  on  horseback. 

I'm  disturbed  the  ground  maneuvers  are  included 
without  prior  public  notice.   I  couldn't  find  any 
alternatives  in  the  DEIS  for  other  of  NAS  controlled  areas  or 
other  of  the  four  million  DOD  areas  in  Nevada  for  ground- use 
maneuvers,  nothing  in  the  DEIS  to  support  the  need  for 
additional  lands  due  to  technological  improvement . 

It  seems  like  to  me  that  new  technology  would 
require  less  land,  not  more  land.   If  new  technology  will 
continue  to  require  more  and  more  public  land  withdrawals, 
does  this  mean  that  we'll  be  having  constant  Navy  requests 
for  more  and  more  public  land  withdrawals  in  the  future  as 
technology  improves? 

Also  I'd  like  you  to  consider  a  new 
alternative:   The  Navy  should  convey  it's  acquired  land  in 
Dixie  Valley  to  BLM  for  multiple  uses  in  mitigation  for 
public  lands  already  withdrawn  for  Navy  use  around  Fallon. 
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Thank  you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  ma'am. 

Would  anyone  else  like  to  speak? 

Please  come  forward  to  the  microphone,  state 
your  name,  spelling  your  last,  and  what  community  or 
organization  you  represent. 

MR.  PORTER:   You  have  a  card  from  me.   It's 
Clyde  Porter. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   All  right,  sir. 

MR.  PORTER:   I  would  say  that  as  an  individual 
and  as  a  fond  supporter  of  the  ANA,  I  really  appreciate  the 
spirit  of  these  particular  hearings  and  the  rationale  behind 
both  sides . 

I,  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
ultimately  respect  the  rights  of  private  property,  but  in  my 
working  in  personal  experiences  with  the  Navy,  I  have 
witnessed  absolute  reasonable  behavior  on  your  behalf  to  take 
care  of  any  responsibility  regarding  a  person's  freedom  and 
rights  to  property. 

And  as  I  viewed  the  actual  size  of  the  area 
being  something  like  200  square  miles  ultimately,  and  I 
realize  that  that  is  really  about  the  size  of  the  Reno/Sparks 
area  in  a  spot  10  by  20.   That  seems  to  be  not  very  big  in 
Nevada,  but,  of  course,  it's  huge  if  you  own  the  property 
that ' s  on  it . 
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But  in  the  spirit  of  the  entire  matter,  I  would 
confess  that  I  dream  of  a  better  world  in  which  this  is  all 
not  necessary.   But  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  it  is  and  we 
stand  constantly  facing  criminals  who  consistently  carry 
bigger  guns,  I  think  it's  absolutely  essential  that  we  have 
well -trained  people  to  deal  with  our  protection  and  the 
protection  and  the  rights  of  others.  And  I  see  no  other  way 
around  it . 

Of  course,  if  I  owned  the  property  I'd  like  you 
to  pick  something  else.   If  you  can't  pick  something  else,  I 
certainly  know  that  you'll  be  seeing  to  the  remuneration  and 
settling  of  differences  regarding  these  properties . 

I  have  to  say  I  wholeheartedly  support  the  land 
acquisition  and  anything  that  you  want  to  do  with  it .   Thank 
you. 

LIEUTENANT  COLON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Porter. 

Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  speak? 

All  right.   Thank  you  very  much.   This  **<.-?• 
concludes  our  proceedings.   You  can  stay  if  you'd  like  and 
ask  questions.  And  if  you  have  any  written  comments,  please 
turn  them  in. 

(Proceedings  concluded  at  9:15  p.m.) 
-oOo- 
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STATE  OF  NEVADA,    ) 


COUNTY  OF  WASHOE.   ) 


SS. 


I,  CINDY  LEE  BROWN,  Certified  Court  Reporter  of 
the  State  of  Nevada,  do  hereby  certify; 

That  I  was  present  in  the  above-entitled 
proceeding  on  September  16,  1997,  and  took  "verbatim  stenotype 
notes  of  the  proceeding,  and  thereafter  transcribed  the  same 
into  typewriting,  as  herein  appears; 

That  the  foregoing  transcript  is  a  full,  true 
and  correct  transcription  of  my  stenotype  notes  of  said 
hearing . 

Dated  at  Reno,  Nevada,  this  1st  day  of 
October,  1997. 


CINDY  LEE  BROWN,  CCR  #486 
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